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. Approval and Revision of the

Pennsylvania Implementation Plan

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
Administrator's approval of
amendments to the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania's Air Resources
Regulations as a revision of
Pennsylvania’'s State Implementation
Plan (SIP). pursuant to Section 110 of the
Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7410. The
purpose of the amendments is to
establish a program for more effectively
controliing particulate air contaminant
emissions from coke oven batteries. The

-

proposed revisions affect the following
rules and regulations of the
Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources (DER):
Chapter 121 (relating to general
provisions); Chapter 123 (relating to
standards for contaminants); Chapter -
127 (relating to construction,
modification, reactivation, and
operation of sources); Chapter 129
(relating to standards for sources) and
Chapter 139 (relating to sampiing and
testing).

EFFECTIVE DATE: August 18, 1979.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the revision and
accompanying support material are
available for public inspection during
normal business hours at the following
locations: * .
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region [IL Air Programs Branch, Curtis
Building, 10th Floor, Sixth & Walnut
Streets, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19108,
-Attn: Ms. Patricia Sheridan.
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Resources, Bureau of Air Quality and Noise
Coatrol, P.O. Box 2063, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania 17120, Attn: Mr. James K.
Hambright. -
Public Information Refersnce Unit. Room
2922, EPA Library, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW.,
Washingtcn, D.C. 20460. .

FOR FURTHER INFORMATICN CONTACT:
Mr. Mark Garrison (3AH13), Air
Programs Branch, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Curtis = iilding,
Tenth Floor, Sixth & Wairut Streets,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 1:3108; phone
215/597-2745. : .
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMA T it

L Background

On June 30, 1978, DER subxitted to
the Regional Administrator, Region II,
amendments to Pennsylvania's Air
Resources Regulations desigred to
regulate particulate emissions from coke
ovens, and requested that they be
reviewed and processed as a revision of
Pennsylvania's State [mplementation
Plan (SIP),

Appropriate public hearings on the
preposed amendments were heid on
April 5, 1977 in Norristown,
Pennsyivania: on April 7, 1977 in
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and on April
12, 1977 ia Harrisburg, Pennsylvania in
accordance with 40 CFR 51.4.

Pricr to these amendments, DER had
2o regulations pertaining uniqualy to the
control of particulate emissions from
coke oven batteries. Control of
particulate emissions from coke
battaries was based on the appiication
of reguiations centaining generai
limitations on visible emissions from

any source and a general mass loading
limitation that was applied to coke
battery waste heat stacks. The new
regulations contain emission limitations
for individual coke battery operations
that are designed specifically for those
operations. Accordingly, the new
regulations are intended to be more
easily administered and enforced than
the current federally-approved SIP
regulations.

The following summarizes the key
provisions of the new regulations for
ccke oven batteries:

(1) Coke pushing operation—Requires
that the coke pushing operation must be
enclosed and that any air cleaning
device is designed to reduce fugitive
emissions to the minimum attainable
through the use of the “best available
technology.”

(2) Charging operation—

a. Open charging—At no time shall
the aggregated time of visible open
charging emissions during any four
consecutive charges equal mcre than 75
seconds.

b. Closed charging—At no time shall
there be closed charging emissions
during more than one charge out of any
ten consecutive charges.

(3) Door emissions and ieakages—

a. At no time shall door area -
emissions from any coke oven exceed
40% opacity, 15 minutes or longer after
the last charge to that oven.

b. At no time shall there be any
visible door area emissions from more
than 10% of the door areas of operatiag
coke ovens, excluding the two door
areas representing the last oven charged
on any battery and aay door areas -
obstructed from view.

(4) Topside Emissions—

a. At no time shal! there be visible
topside emissions from mere than 2.0%
of the charging port seals on operating
coke ovens in any battery, excluding
visible emissions from no more than
three ovens which may be dampered off.

b. At no time shall therz be topside
emissions from more then 5.0% of the

in any battery, excluding Cle
emissinns from open staside. ve caps on
no more than three ovens wi:: .h may be
dampered off.

c. At no time shall therz b 2oy
topside emissions from 2nv -ciat on the
topside other than allowad wrrissions
from charging port seais .- ~iftake
piping pursuant to items :.. ~ b, above.

d. At no time shail thara 52 any
visible emissions from t%.c .~ 2 gven gas
collector mains.

The revised regulatic:. . - astablish
measuring and recordine . . iques,
equations for determinii:; . aliance;
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and self-monitoring and reporting
requirements for coke oven operators.
However, an explicit procedure for
evaluating the intermittent visible
fugitive emissions from pushing control
systems was not included. EPA believes
that an explicit procedure is necessary
to ensure the enforceability of these
regulations. Consequently, DER is urged
to adopt a procedure for evaluating
visible fugitive emissions from the coke
pushing operation prior to the submittal
of its final nonattainment plan required
under Sections 110 and 172 of the Clean
Air Act as amended. The regulations
also provide a mechanism for sources to
petition for a deferred compliance
schedule to achieve compliance with the
proposed emission limitations.
Compliance with the emission
limitations must be achieved as
expeditiously as possible, but in no
event later than December 31, 1979.

On December 5, 1978 (43 FR 56910},
the Regional Administrator proposed the
amendments to DER's regulations as a
revision to the Pennsylvania SIP and
provided for a 30-day comment period

ending January 4, 1979.
II. Public Comments .

In the notice of proposed rulemaking,
EPA solicited comments on the
amendments to Pennsylvania’s Air
Resources Regulations with particular
emphasis on three provisions. The first
two provisions raise issues as to
'whether or not either or both of two
actions which DER may take under the
new regulations become Federal law
without having to be submitted to EPA
as additional SIP revisions. The actions
are: (1) The issuance of a deferred
compliance schedule under the new
section 127.42 and, (2) the determination,
under subsection 129.15(c), that opacity
levels in excess of 20% have no
significant air quality impact. The
question of whether or not EPA has the
responsibility and authority to act
independently under these sections was
also raised. The third issue dealt with a
potential misinterpretation of subsection
129.15(a) relating to the time during
which pushing emissions must be
enclosed. '

EPA Region [II received three sets of
comments during the public comment
period: one from the Pennsylvania DER,
one from the Bethlehem Steel
Corporation, and one from the United
States Steel Corporation.

DER commented that EPA had
pointed out an inadvertent error in
subsection 129.15(a), i.e., that this
subsection should refer to 129.15(c) and
(e). not 129.15(c) and (d) as originally
proposed. This clarification answers the

third question raised by EPA . EPA
interprets this section consistent with
the above representations, and DER is
urged to revise the references in the
regulation at the earliest opportunity to
forestall any future problems of
interpretation.

The general thrust of the other public
comments is that DER does not have to
submit as SIP revisions actions (1) and
(2) discussed above and that EPA does
not have the authority or responsibility
to approve or disapprove those actions,
as future SIP revisions. DER stated that
a regulation in its existing SIP,
subsection 123.1(a)(9), allows it to make
determinations of minor significance
without submitting the actions as a SIP
revision and thus its actions under
subsection 129.15(c) also do not have to
be submitted as SIP revisions. In
addition, U.S. Steel submitted extensive
comments to the effect that the
regulations are unnecessary and not
consistently achievable.

Detailed responses to these comments
can be found in the Rationale Document
prepared by EPA and which is available
at the addresses listed above. To
summarize EPA’s findings, the above-
mentioned amendments to
Pennsylvania’s Air Resources
Regulations are approvable subject to
the following conditions, interpretations
and comments.

1. Any determination of minor
significance under sections 123.1(a)(9)
(relating to fugitive emissions) and
129.15(c) (relating to coke pushing
operations) and establishment of a
deferred compliance schedule under
section 127.42 (relating to coke oven
abatement plans) shall not take effect as
a matter of federal law unless it is
submitted to and approved by EPA as a
SIP revision.

The basic reason for this requirement
is that these actions were not expressly
contemplated in the air quality
demonstrations submitted by DER, in
support of the fermer requirements on
March 17, 1972 and in support of the
new provisions on June 30, 1978. EPA
realizes that under sections 123.1(a}(9)
and 129.15(c) DER may sot make a
minor significance determination unless
it finds that emissions from the source in
question will not interfere with
attainment and maintenance of the
national ambient air quality standards.
Moreover, DER may not establish a
deferred compliance schedule under
section 127.42 unless it finds that coke
oven battery emissions will not present
a substantial risk of endangering the
public heslth and weifare. However,
EPA has an independent responsibility
under Section 110 of the Clean Air Act

to determine whether or not emissions
limitations are sufficient to ensure
attainment and maintenance of national
ambient air quality standards. While the
exercise of DER’s discretion is, of
course, binding for purposes of State
enforcement, it is not binding on EPA for
purposes of Federal enforcement unless
approved by EPA as a SIP revision.

These three sections expressly
provide that minor significance
determinations and deferred compliance
schedule establishments shall be made
by DER. These sections do not provide,
nor is it necessary that they do provide, -
that such determinations or )
establishments may also be made by
EPA. Accordingly, EPA does not have
authority to make such determinations
or establishments. '

2. With respect to U.S. Steel's
comments challenging the necessity and
consistent achievability of the new
regulations, it is EPA's policy to
encourage and assist States in using
economically efficient pollution control
methods. However, the Agency has no
authority under the Clean Air Act to
reject a requirement adopted by a State
because it is too costly or too stringent.
(“Stringency" refers to both the controls
required and how quickly they must be
implemented). In Union Electric v. EPA,
427 U.S. 246 (1976), the Supreme Court
held that the Administrator “shall
approve" a SIP if it satisfies the criteria
of Section 110(a)(2) of the Clean Air Act
(42 U.S.C. 7401), and that the
Administrator may not consider its
economic or technological feasibility.

Even though EPA did not include
considerations of necessity and
achievability in its decision regarding
the approvability of the new regulations,
it disagrees with U.S. Steel's comments,
and it believes that the new regulations
are both necessary and consistently
achievable. (Further details can be
found in the above-mentioned Rationale
Document.) :

ITI. Approvability of the Proposed
Revision ¥

A request for a revision of a SIP must
be approved by the Administrator if the
revision meets the requirements of
Section 110 of the Clean Air Act and of
EPA’s regulations, 40 CFR Part 51. The
basic substantive requirement for
approval of this SIP revision is that it
not interfere with the attainment and
maintenance of the national ambient air
quality standards. The DER
demonstrated that the new provisions
are at least as stringent as the former
requirements. This showing of equal or
greater stringency is sufficient, in lieu of
a complete air quality modeling
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exercise, to apni .ve the new GENERAL SERVICES
regulations. (The:. 12zulations ?o not 3AI:Z*?.;EIhllSTFlnh'l'IOM
rt to be v - i.::d in satisfaction
g??;:ooverall ai. ooeatplan and 41CFRCh.1
control stratev . -~.nstration pursuant . Reg. 51]
to Section 172 ¢ | : {lean Air Act, 42 o
US.C.7672.) ! unication Acquisitions;
Therefarz, 12 :' \ministrator appmves ; ¥ Regulation
the amend- - 'z to Chapters 121, 123, 3 .
127, and 13¢ ""fylvamasmr
Resources [ ..'-.atiar.a. subject to the
above-men: .1 :onditions,
interpretat’. 1., 4nd comments, as a
revision of | .'.;:5.:7ania's State
Implement: 1 ¥ 12, effective August
16, 1879. Cc. 1o ;1.Lly, the
Administra: -: +.ds 40 CFR 52.2020 )
(Ideatificat . - n) of Subpart NN ; ,Gimpme“* ‘:‘It;n;a;hgefgl —
(Pennsylvan.., o ..corporate this plan' | vemmequ el X tg
revision into Pennsylvania’s SIP. P trfcﬁ:m?umia‘:;:n:g_ec“m “ 0 procura
e
Under Executive Order 12044 EPA is goxnn carriers: howeve

required to judge whether a regulation is #
“significant” and therefore subject to the §
procedural reqtirements of the Order or %
whether it may follow other specialized . '3
development procedures. EPA labels
. these other regulations “specialized”. I
have reviewed this regulation and
determined that it is a specialized
regulation not subject to the procedural
requirements of Executive Order 12044. @ 1979,

(42 US.C. 74017842 et seq.) 4 ApDRESS: Comments should be
Dated: July 8, 1979. .

s will pro\nde for the orderly pm :
g’of telecommunications. R

~.DATES: Effective date: Septembe
{ 1979, Expiration date: August 31,

i#%¥ addressed to: General Services
Barbara Bl . ' yrAdministration (APR), ATTN: Mr. Pi:
Acting Admm';bhuwr. . %G Read, Du'ector. Federal Prucu.re 3

Part 52 of Title 40, Code of Federal
Regulations is amended as follows:

1. In § 52.2020 paragraph (c) (17) is
added to read as follows:

A

: d Regulations Branch [CPEPF?ZOZ—
1566~0834. (Sec. 205(c), 63 Stat 3@.0 40
S C. 486(c))

Subpart NN—Pennsylvania ’,

‘ ¥ - In 41 CFR Chapter 1. the f llawmg
522020 Identifi P

3 . « .mﬂo? orEiE o emporary regulation is add,gd: to the

'append.:x at the end of the chapter to
;yread as follows: /
; [Federal Procurement Reg. ‘I'emporary Reg.
-51]

(17} Amendments to Chapters 121 i To: Heads of Federal agencwm
(§ 121.1), 123 (§3§ 123.1, 123.13, 123.44), Subject: Telecommumcuﬂon lacquisitions.
127 (§§ 127.41 through 127.52, inc!:sive), g 1. Purpose, This mgulauourprescnhes
129 (§§ 129.15 and 129.16). and 139 g procurement procedures ayglmab!e to

A

{c) The plan revisions listed below
were submitted on the dates specicied

L B

(5§ 139.51, 139.52, 139.53 and 139111}, Government-wide telecommunication
dealing with the control of coke cven % services, systems, facilitie§ and equipment.
battery operations: submitted on june {2 Zffective date. This régulation is
30, 1978 by the Pennsylvania ¢ effective September 17, 1979.

LT 3. Expiration date. ’I‘h g reguiation expires
Department of Eavironmental oa August 31, 1961. W
Resources. 4. Hackground. It has Been the general
{FR Doc. 78-21930 Ptied 7-16-7%: 8:45 am| practice of Government¢ &i‘genc.es to procure
241 W4G COOE 8500-01-M telecommunication services and equipment
primarily from franchised{ommon carners.
However, with the growth oi the
communication industry in competition with
these carriers, more procurements are being
made competitively. To facilitate these
compelitive ac-q-.uslt_ians. this temporary

r

|
i

s

- Comments due on or before: Octob) H‘_ﬁ“"

regulation sets forth acquisition policies and
procedures covering telecommunication
services, systems, facilities, and equipment
within the Federal Government.

Subpart 1-4. ecomi ations
§ 1-4.1200 [Scope. T -hjv ‘subpart prescribes
policies and procedurgs &ncemm,g the
of telecoifiunication services,

i 'nnam qmpment by Federal

unfcatigh system specifications.
‘tional telecgmmunication system
: feans: (a) The delineation of
g that the system is intended
) the assumptions and facts
fequirements. The actual
pends on the type of system .
2.g.. voice system, data -
§ service.
Selection plan. “Selection
griteria and systematic
eftablished to enable the
Governmentgfo measure the proposal or bid
of an offerogior bidder against the
requiremens of the Government as set forth

"» items life” means a Eurecasl or
d of the period of time which begins
installation of the systems or items
iwhen the need for those systems or

: g terminated: Systems or items life is
esth‘h ed by the agency on the basis of its
frefents and as set forth in the
; Q oL Systems or items life is not
rmaus with the actual life of the
denty(system or facility).
1205+ Lowest overall cost. “Lowest
overall dast™\ means the least expenditure of
ﬁmdsg\r 8k the systems or itemas life, price
and otheractors considered. Lowest overall
costs shallt nclide. but shail not be limited to,
such elemergts asepemonnel purchase price or
rentals, mairdfenancs, site preparation and
installation, ptog am.mg. and training.

§ I—4.1201-3% Cémparative cost analysis.
“Comparative chstsanalysis" means a cost
analysis proced re that considers the present
value of money tobe nsed in the acquisition
of the requirement, computed in accordance
with OMB Circular A-84, and includes all
costs over the system'a [ife.

§ 1~£1202 Teilecommunication
requirements. Agency telécommunication
requirements shall be submitted to the
General Services Administration (GSA) in
accordance with procedures outlined in the
FPMR (Subpart 101-37.2) unless the agency

\






Approval of Revision of the Pennsylvania MAY 31 1979
State Implementation Plan (AHO18PA) - Cover Memorandum

Original signed oy

Jack J. Schramm ack Jo Sebegum
Regional Administratsy (3RA00)

J. Edward Roush, Director
Office of Regional & Intergovernmental Operations (A~-101)

Enclosed i3 a final rulemaking package pertaining to revisions of the
Pennsylvania State ImplementationvPlan. The following elements are
included in the enclosed package:

1. An Action Memorandum to the Administrator from the Regional Admin-
istratcr, EPA Region III, recommending approvai of proposed revisions to
the Pennsylvania State Implementation Plan (original and one copy).

2. The notice of final rulemaking announcing the Administrator's de-
cision (original ang four copies),

5. Publie comments submitted to Region III.

The Regional Administrator has determineq these revisiong to be "speciail
action”" because certain aspects of the revisions raise two significant
unresolved policy isgues, The first dealg with whether or not the State
Agency can issue deferred compliance schedules or determine that Ovacity
levels in eéxcess of specified limits in some instances are of minor
significance without Submitting thoge actions teo FPA as SIP revisions.
The second issue ig concerned with which of two methods is the more
appropriate for handling coke oven visible emissions data;

As specified in the October 1975 guldelines, it 1q Region IIT'sg understand-
ing that oRIO will hold copies of the Tulemaking package for fourteen (14)
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the fact that the new regulations do not require a level of control more
stringent than EPA's Best Available Control Technology (BACT) levels for
coli: batteries. Furthermore, the fact that all but one of the coke
plants in Pennsylvania are located in areas that are not attaining the
national ambient air quality standards speaks to the necessity of the
regulations.

In :<dition to Ehe issues raised in the proposed rulemaking and by the
pu>l . comments, this rulemaking action addresses the question as to

whi: . -+ ' two methods is the more appropriate for handling coke oven
visible emission data. This question had been the subject of a recent
court decision on the matter of NDonner-Hanna Coke Corporation v. Costle,

12 E.R.C. 1780 (W.D.N.Y., 1979). However, the new Pennsylvania regulations
will resolve this question as they contain specific procedures for

handling the data.

The basic substantive requirement for approval of this SIP revision is

that it not interfere with the attainment and maintenance of the national
ambient air quality standards. The DER demonstrated that the new provisions
are at least as stringent as, and more enforceable than, the former
requirements. This showing is sufficient, in lieu of a complete air

quality modeling exercise, to approve the new regulations. These regulations
do not purport to be submitted in satisfaction of an overall attainment

plan and control strategy demonstration, pursuant to Section 172 of the
Clean Ailr Act, 42 U.S.C. 87672. ’

Consequently, we believe that the amendments to Pennsylvania's regulations
submitted on June 30, 1978 do not interfere with the attainment or
maintenance of the ambient air quality standards for particulate matter
and therefore recommend that approval be granted.

The Federal Register notice enclosed for your signature summarizes the
actions taken by LYA and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania with regard to
this SIP revision and announces the Administrator's approval of amendments
to Chapters 121, 123, 127, 129 and 139 of Pennsylvania's Air Resources
Regulations as a revision of Pennsylvania's Stats Implementation Plan,
effective 30 days after publication in the Federzl Register. The notice
also announces the Administrator's decision that the State is required

to submit to EPA as SIP revisions, specified actions that it may take
under its new repulations. Concurrently, 40 CFR Section 52.2020 (Identification
of Plan) of Subpart NN (Pennsylvania) is amended to incorporate this
approved plan revision into the Pennsylvania SIP.




MAY 3 11979

Approval of Revisions of the “pnﬁqvlvpnia
State Implementation Plan (AlD18P = _Action “ermrandum

Jack J. Schramm Griginal signed by
Regional AdninistratorJ(3nAQn)a

Douglas M. Costle
Administrator (4~100)

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania submitted amendmants to its Air Resources

Regulations on July 10, 1973 and reauosted that they be reviewed and
pProcessed as a revision of Tennsylvania’s State Emienentation Plan
(SIP). The nurnose of the arendments 43 to egtablis h a nrogram for rore
effactively controlling particuiate eitisslons fro- coko oven batteries.
Thoera are no rn'uTationq in the current 3IP daalinng Soecifically with
particulate crdgaions fron colie batterlas., The reculations currently
applied to colic batteries iﬁ Peansylvania deal with general limitationsg
on visible and fugitive »articulate air contaminants fron any source.

Public hearinrs vore he d by the Pnnnsylvn 1a Dapzvtmont of Frnvironmental
Besourcas (57R) on thre eparate days 1 Mordl, 1277, 4n accordance

with 40 cwn Section 3;.4. Tnﬂ ﬂyioqalfu“u"istraho* Peglon ITI, Droposed

the amnndmran as & SIP revision on Decem- er 3, 1278 (43 ™R 56910),

Following below is a summary of the {sauen raised hHy thig rulnmakirv
action and which 1is discussed in detail fn e entlosed packagsa,

In its notica of proposed rulenmaking, Tpa solileited commente on the
amendnents to Pennaylvania'a Ady - Tegources “ocularions vith particular
emphasis on three nrovizions., The ey issue raiged by thease provigsions
centers aroun‘ the question asz to wvhether the "o ¢an issue deforred
compliance ohidedules or daterrdine that opacity lovels in excoags of

spacified limits in soma instances are of ainor sirnificance, withourt
submitting thosne actions to TPA as SId revisions, Two sublic commentsg
were received that spole in favor of ; 10t requirine these actd ilous to ba
subnitted as siv revisious, e bPl‘“v“ howaever, rhat any action not

2xnressly contamnlated in the air ﬂu‘]lf? derons L**tion subnitted {in
Bunport of a Statels coitrol stratevy, that hag the potential to chanpe
an emission linitation or nostoone the effactive 2zte of *an eniassion
Limftarfon, nust ha « submitted as a ravision to the SIP

The othar sicnificant »ubiie coment reoceived LYy A alleged that the
new remilations ara unnecessary and not cons Isterzivy achievable. 12 4o
ot agree wilch chose rk.\.n'ltl_l\..lk.,..u. .adlg \-‘;"," ___-H_____'.;f_L is L.'].dt"')l in part on

ol .,O“ﬂ?z"}/é?
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cslerdar days from receipt. At the end of this period, if no non~
coicurrzaces have been recszived from an Assistant Administrator or the
Coaeral Counsel, ORIO will forward the package to the Administrator for
si-moture. It will then be transmitted to Jim Parker of JPE/DSR for
¢.oblication in the Federal Rerister.

i .
{3yt of this package are being forwarded to the below-listed Headquarters
st offices for their iInformation. An additional cony ig being forwarded
te . o: Publie Informacrion Reference Unit (PIRY) for publie inspaction.

F

In accordance with W. Drayton's memorandum of February 26, 1972, the
preamble of the enclosed notice of rulemaking contains boilerplate’
languape idantifying the action being taken as a sepecialized regulatiom.

1f you have any further questions, please contact “r. Israel *ilner,

HManager, I'lans Managenent Group (FI§ 3~597-2174). .
Enclosura
ec:

Control Programs Develoonment Division (CPDD)
Division of Standards & Rersulations (DSR) .

Of fice of General Counsel (0GC)

Pivision of Stationary Source nforcement (DSSL)
Public Information Reference init (PIRU)



SUBJECT:

FROM:

TO:

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PR

OTECTION AGENCY

Region 111 — 6th g& Walnut Sts.

Philadelphia, Pa. 19106

Approval of Revision of the Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania Implementation Plan (AHO18PA)

Stephen R. Wassersug, Acting Director \
Air & Hazardous\\Mater' S Division (3AHQ

Jack J. Schramm \, R
Regional AdministFator

pate: MAR 30 1979

Briefin Memorandum

to the Administrator's approval of g3 revision to Pennsylvania's State
Implementation Plan (s1p). This s1P revision adds 4 set of regulations
designed to control fugitive Particulate emissions from coke oven
batteries. Prior to adopting these Fegulations, Pennsylvania had no

'regulations intended specifically for the
from thege Sources,

complete ajr quality modeling €Xercise, to aPProve the pey Tegulations,

EPA-III-013-73-T



Recommendation:

Please sign the enclosed Federal Negister notice for the Commonwealth of
Penngylvanda at your earliest convenience.

Enclosure



EPA as SIp revisions, The Second igsgye is Concerned with which of two
methods 4g the more dPPropriate for handling coke oven Visible emissiopg

€vent, Epa believeg that the Tegulationg are achievabje using current
technology; furthermore, the face that a17 but one of the coke Plants ip
Pennsylvania are in areag that are not attaining the'national ambient
air quality Standardg for Particulateg SPeaks to the Necessity of the
Tegulationg.. More detaileq Tesponsesg tq the publie Comments cap be
found ip the enclosed Rationaje Document |

Enclosure

ORIGINATED BY: Mark E; Garrisop
Environmental Engineer



, i UNITED STATES ENVIRCNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

TITLE 40 - PROTECTION OF ENVIRONMENT
CHAPTER I - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 SUBCHAPTER C - AIR PROGRAMS
PART 52 - APPROVAL AND PROMULGATION
OF IMPLEMENTATION PLANS
e

APPROVAL AND REVISION OF THE PENNSYLVANTA

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency
ACTION: Final Rule

SUMMARY: This notice announces the Administratmr's approval of

amendments to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's Afr Resources Regulations

as a revision of Pennsylvania's State Implementatiom Plan (SIP), pursuant

to Section 110 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 87410. The purpose of

the amendments is to establish a program for more efiesctively controlling

‘particulate air contaminant emissions from coke oven batteries. The

proposed revisions affect the following rules and repulations of the

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (JER): Chapter 121"

(relating to general provisions); Chapter 123 (relating to standards for

contaﬁinants); Chapter 127 (relating to construction, modificaticn,

&r

reactivation, and operation of sources); Chapter 129 {relating to standards

for sources) and Chapter 139 (relating to sampling axd testing).

EFFECTIVE DATE: 30 days after publication of this notice.
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TITLE 40 - PROTECTION OF ENIVIROH

HMERT
CHAPTER I - ENVIRONMENT TAL PROTEGTION ATENCY

SUBCHAPTER ¢ - AIR PROGRAS

l.PART 32 ~ APPROVATL AND PROMULGATIGY

oF DfPLE‘»IE";ITATION PLANS

APPROVAL Avp RTVISIOW OF TEE PE?HSYLV&fLA

-IMPLEHEETATIDN PLAN

ENCY : Enviroumental Protection Apency

ACTIO“: Final Rule

SUMMARY : This notice announces the Admiriatrator 8 "aporo

val of
ameudments to the POﬁmonwealth of Penniylvanla Alr Resourceg Regulations
/
88 a revision of Pernsylvanig® s Sfate/lmplemﬁ

‘tation Pian (s1P), Pursuant
to Section 119 of the Clean Alr Actf 42 U.s.c. 37410. The Purpose of

the amendmentg is to establiah a program f

Or more ef;cctivelv controlling
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ADDRESSES: Coples of the revision and acconpanving support material
are available for public inspection during normal business hours at the

following locations:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I1I
Air Programs Branch
Curtis Duildins, 10th TFloor
Sixth & Walaut Streeots .
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

ATT!: Ms. Patricia Sheridan

Pennsylvania Devnartnent of Inviroumental Resourcas
Bureau of Alr Quality and YNoise Control
P.O. Box 2053
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
ATTH: Mr. James ¥. Hambright
Public Informztion Raference 'nit
Roont 2922 - FPA Library
U.S. FEnvirormeantal Protection feency
401 ¥ Street, S.U,
Washington, D.C. 20460
FOR FURTHER IHFORIATION GOUTACT: “r. Mar: Garrison (3AH13), Alr
Programs Branch, U.S. Fnvironmental Protection Agenev, Curtis Building,
Tenth Floor, Sixth & Walnut Streets, Philadelphia, Pennsvlvania 12106:
phone 215/597--2745,
SUPPLIMINTARY LNFORMATION:
I. BACKGROUND
On Jure 30, 1973, DER submitted to the Regional Administrator,
Region III, amendments to Pennsylvania's Air 2esources Regulations

designed to regulate particulate enlssions from coke evens, and requested

that they be reviewed and processcd as a revision of Pennsylvania's
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Staée Implementation Plan (SIP).

Appropriate public hearings on the proposed amendments were held on
April 5, 1977 in Norristown, Pennsylvania; on April 7, 1977 in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, and on April 12, 1977 in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania in
accordance with 40 CFR Section 51.4.

Prior to these amendments, DER had no regulations pertaining
uniquely to the control of particulate emissions from .coke oven batteries.
Control of particulate emissions from coke batteries was based on the
application of regulations containing general limitations on visible
emissions from any source and a general mass loadihg limitation that was
applied to coke battery waste heat stacks. The new regulations contain

emission limitations for individual coke battery operations that are

designed specifically for those operations. &ccordingl}, the new regulations

are intended to be more easily administered and enforced than the current

. federally-approved SIP regulations.

The following summarizes the key provisions of the new regulations
for coke oven batteries:
1) Coke pushing operation - Requires that the coke pushing operation

must be enclosed and that any air cleaning device is designed to reduce



fugitive w"igsions to the minioun attainable through the use of the
"best ailable technology."
2) Cdargiug operation -
a. Open charging - At no time shall the aggregated time of
i 2

visil ¢ >n echarging emissions duriﬁg any four consecutive chargeg

equal ... . than 75 Seconda.

3) Door emigsions apd leakapes -

a. At no time shall door area emissions from any coke oven
exceed 407 opacity, 15 minutes or longer after the last charge to that
oven, .

b. At no time shall there be any vigible door area emigsions
from more than 107 of the door arcas of operating coke ovens, excluding
‘the two door areas Trepresenting the last oven charged on any battery and
any door areags obstructed from view,

4) Topside Emicsiong -

8. At no time ghall there ba visihle topside enissions from
more than 2.0% of the charging port seals on operating coke ovens in any
battery, excluding risible emissions from no more than three ovens vhich
may be dampered off,

b. At no time shall there be topside emissions from more than

5.0% of the offtake niping on operating coke ovens in anv battervy,
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excluding visible emissions from open standpipe caps on no more than

three ovens which may be dampered off,

point on the 'topside other than. allowed emissions from charging port
seals and offtake piping pursuant to items a., and b, above,
d. At no time shall there be any visible emissionsg from the

coke oven gag collector mains.

and reporting requirements for coke oven Operators, However, an explicit

submittal of {tg final nonattainment plaﬁ required under Sections 110
and 1}2 of the Clean A{ir Act as amended. The regulations also provide a
mechanism for Sources to petition for a deferred compliance schedule to
achieve compliance with the Proposed emigsion limitations. Compliance
with the emiggion limitationg must be achieved ag expeditiously as
pPossible, but in no event later than December 31, 1979,

On December 5, 1973 (43 Fn 56910), the Repional Administrator

—_— B ——— -......___._____'————-——-..._..,______.__q__‘_,._ .

s oG
T r———n ropesed—the-amendmen Eg--to—ni waotlentona-an revision to—the—Penmoyl—
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Ruasg B vania SIP and p ovided for a 30~day dorment period ending 'anuary 4§,
GE B S FROVCEE Sop i ...................................................................................
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IXI. PUBLIC COMMENTS
In the notice of proposed.rulemaking, EPA solicited comments on the
Ariendments to Pennsylvania's Air ﬁesources Regulations with particular
aniphasis bn three provisions. The first two provisions raise isgues as ]
‘o whether or hotleither or both of two actions which DER may take under
L/// i new regulations become E;deral law without having to be submitted to

EPA as additional SIP revisions. The actions are: (1) the issuance of a

COMCURRENCES

e —— e,

SIRNAME
1]

DATE t
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doferred compliance schedule under the new Section 127.42 and, (2) the
determination, under subsection 129.15(c), that opacity levelg in excesg
of 20% have no significange air quality impact. e question of whether

Or not EPA has the responsibility apg authority to act independently

oommentlperiod: one from rha Pennsylvania NER, ona fron the Bethlehen
Steel Corporation, and one frop the Uniteq States Steel Corponation.

DER Commented that EPA had Pointed out g4 inadvertent error in‘
subsec?ion 129.15(a), i.e., thae thisg Subsection shiould refer to 129.15(c).
and (e), not 129.15(c) and (d) ag originally Proposed. This clarification
answers the ‘third question raised by EPA. %PA interpreta this Section
consistent with the above representations, 2ad DER 4g urged to revige

the Teferenceg in the Tegulation at the earljegy oPportunity o foresta1y

net have tg submit 54 SIp revisiong actions (1) ana (2) discussad obove
and thae EPA doeg Not have the authority or resPonsibility te approve or
disapprove those actiong ag future s1p revisions, npR Stated that a
regulation iq its existing SIp, subsection 123.1(3}(9), ailows it to

nake determinations of minor significancea without submitting the actions

ubszetion 129.15(c] also

as a §7p Tevision and thys its actiong under g
---.'......__—---...___._._
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Detailed responses to these comments can be found In the Rationale
DJocument prepared by CPA and which is available at the addresses listed
above._ To a;mnarize FPA's findings, the above-mentioned amendments to
Pennsylvania's A}r Pesources Regulations are approvable subject to the
following conditions, interpretatiogs and comments,

S : ,

1. Any determination of minor significance under sebsections
123.1(&)(95 (relating to fucitive emissions) and 129.15(c) (relating to
coke pushing operations) and establishment of a deforrad compliance
schedule under section 127.42 (relating to ecolke oven abatement plang)
shall not take effect ag a matter of federai law unless it 1is submitted
to and approved by EPA as a SIP revision, '

The basic.reason for this requirement fg ‘that these actions were
not expressly contemplated 1n the air quality Jemonstrations submitted
by DR, in support of the former requirements on farch 17, 1972 and 1in
support of the new provisions on June 30, 1973. FPA realizes that under
sections 123.1(a)(9) and 129.15(e) DER may not make a alnor sigsnificance
determination unlesg it finds that emissions from the source in question
will not 1interfere with attainment and maintenance of the national
ambient air Guality standards. Yforeover, DER ray not establish a deferred
compliance schedule under section 127.42 unless it finds thét coke oven
battery emissions will not present a substantial risk of endangering the

.

publdic he2alth and welfarn., Howaver, TPA has an Iziznendent responsibility
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emissions limitations are sufficlent to ensure attainment and maintenance
of national ambient air quality gtandards. While the exercise of DER'S
discretion is, of course, binding;for purposes of gtate enforcement, it
1s not binding on FPA for purposes of federal enforcement unless approved
by EPA as a SIP ravision, ,
fThege three sectiong expressly ﬁrovide that minor significancé
determinations and deferred coupliance schedule establishments shall be
made by DER. These sections do not Provide, nor is 1¢ necessary that
-they do provide, that such determinations Or establishments may also be
made by EPA. Accordingly, EPA does not have authority to make such
determinations or establishments, ’
2. With respect to U,S. Steel's comments challenging the necessity
and consigtent achievability of the new regulations, it 4g ﬁPA's policy
to encourage angd assist States 1in using economically efficient pollution
control methodg, However, the Agency has no authority under the Clean
Alr Act to reject a requirement adopted by a State because 1t 1g too
costly or too stringent; ("Stringency” refers to both the controlsg
required and hoy Quickly they must he implemented). 1n Union Electric
M. EPA, 427 y.s. 245 (1976), the Supreme Court held that the Administrator
"shall approve” a SIP if it satisfies the criteria of Sec}ion 110¢a)(2)

of the Clean Alr Act (42 U:S.c. 3?401),, and that the Administrator may

not consider its econonic or teclmolosical feasibility.

CONCURREHCES
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In addition to reviewing and evaluating the public comments, EPA evaluated
the DER's submittal concerning the greater stringency of the new regulations.
Although it is difficult to quantify visible emissicns in terms of a

mass emission rate, EPA staff believes that DER's submittal supports the
conclusion that the new provisions are at least as stringent as, and in

Some cases more stringent than, the former requirements; furthermore,

the new provisions are more enforceable than the former requirements.

EPA staff believes that this showing is adequate to approve the amendments
88 a SIP revision. These regulations do not purport to be submitted in
satisfaction of an overall attainment plan and control strategy demonstration,
pursuant to Section 172 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 87672,

VI. Conclusion

Based con the foregoing, it is appropriate for the Administrator to
approve the amendments to Chapters 121, 123, 127, 2nd 139 of the rules
and regulations of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources
as a revision to Pennsylvania's State Implementation Plan. Similarly,

it is necessary to amend 40 CFR Section 52.2020 (Identification of Plan)
of Subpart NN (Pennsylvania) to incorporate the amendments into the
approved SIP for Pennsylvania.



APPROVAL OF REVISION
OF THE PENNSYLVANTA STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

(REF: AHO18PA)

’ RATIONALE DOCUMENT

i
I. Background

On June 30, 1973, the Department of Environmental Resources of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania submitted to the Regional Administrator,
Region III, amendments to its regulations governing the control of air
pollutants, adding specific regulations for the control of particulate
emissions from coke oven batteries. The Department requested that the
amendments be reviewed and processed as revisions of the Pennsyivania
State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the attainment and maintenance of
national ambient air quality standards. The amendments consist of
changes and additions to Pennsylvania's Air Resources Regulations.

Appropriate public hearings on the pProposed amendments were held on

April 5, 1977 in Norristown, Pennsylvania, on April 7, 1977 1in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, and on April 12, 1977 in Harrisburg, Fennsvlvania in
accordance with 40 CFR Section 51.4, oOn July 10, 1978, the Regional
Administrator acknowledged by letter to the Department the receipt of

the proposed regulation changes. On December 5, 1978, (43 FR 56910) the
Regional Administrator proposed the changes as a revision to the Pennsylvania
SIP and provided for a 30-day public comment period ending January 4,

1979,

Prior to these amendments, the Department had no regulations pertaining
uniquely to the control of particulate emissions from coke oven batteries.
Control of particulate emissions from coke batteries was basged on the
application of regulations containing general limitations on visible
emissions from any source and a generzl grain loading limitation that

was applied to coke battery waste heat stacks. The new regulations
contain emission limitatjons for individual coke battery operations that
are designed specifically for those operations. Recause of this the new
regulations will be more easlly administered and will provide better
enforceability than the former regulations. .

The amendments to the Pennsylvania Air Resources Regulations are summarized
below:



ATTACINENT £1

Information enclosed -

1. Letter from Department of Tnvironmental Zesources
2, Proposed RNegulations and Revisions
3. Demonstration of 2ir Cualitv Impact
v a. Outline of former reculaciry ampreach
b. Demonstration that new resulations zre miore strineent
c. Discussion of greater enforceability of new resulations



ATTACRIENT #2

foliiitional doecumentation not forwarded but on fi{le in Pagion TII --

L. Publie tHearlngs Transcripts
‘v Testinmony submitted subsaquent to Publice Fearing

"+« DER respenses to questions and comments

Studies - Ranorts reviewed and relied uvon to Prepare revisiong
Visible Imission Data from Coke Ovens

Photographic Evidence £

o
-
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APPROVAL OF REVISION

OF THE PENNSYLVANTIA STATE DMPLEMENTATION PLAN

(REF:

Al1018PA)

| RATTIONALE DOCUMENT

I. ! ickground
On 30, 1978, the Department of Environmental Resources of the
Cov. o..realth of Pennsylvania submitted to the Regional Administrator,

Region III, amendments to itg Tegulations governing’

pollutants, adding specific regulations
emissions from coke oven batteries,
anendments be reviewed and Processed as
State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the
national ambient air quality standards.

changes and additiong to Pennsylvania'g

Appropriate public hearings on the
April 5, 1977 in

Pennsylvania, and on April 12, 1977 1in
accordance with 4(Q CFR Section 51.:4,

the PTroposed. regulation changes,
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January 4, 1979,

Prior to these amendments,

The Department
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Harrisburg,
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Proposed the changes as a revision te the
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for the control of particulate
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revisions of thea Peansylvania
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the Regional
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Section

123.44(b)

127.41

127.42 through
127.51 inclusive

127.52

129.15

STATES EXVINGHKENTAL PROTECT F AGENCY TR remnggee

=R

Brief Description

Procedures and equations for compliance: this

gsectlon also establishes specific procedures
for inspectors to follow and gives equations
for the purpose of processing visible emissionsg
data to determine complizance.

Abatement of cole oven battery emissions: this
section requires coke batteries to be shut down
if they do nort comply with the applicable
regulations, exceot that a battery covered by
an order obtailned under section 127.42 sill not
be required to comply with this section.

Deferred compliance with revised emission
limitations for coke oven batteries: these
sections provide a mechanism for an operator of
a coke oven battery or batteries to petition
for a deferred compliance gchedule to achieve
compliance with the revised emission limitations.
Compliance with the emission limitations must
be achieved as expeditiously as possible, but
in no event later than December 31, 1979,
Requirements are spelled out for f1ling the
petitions and advertising natice of the filing

for a petition, and opvportunities are provided

for interested parties to protest the granting
of a daferred compliance achedule based on a
petition. Procedures are also specified for
considering the protests, holding informal
hearings on a petition, and for acting on a
petition.

Existine air poliution abatement orders soverning

coke oven emissions: establishes means by

which current orders can be incorporated into
deferred compliance schedules. ’

Coke pushing operations: requires that the

pushing operation he enclosed, and that visible
fugitive emissions from any device installed to
control pushing enissions be less than 207,
Visible fugitive air contaminants from the
transporting of hot coke in the open atnoesphere .
are required to be less than 107. A procedure
1s estahlised whereby the DER, upon application
from a sourca. m2y daternina that vigihin

8nisseoNcURAENTES ruioh - CONErol davicea din
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Secticn

29.16

<3
b// = .o through

139.53, inclusive

139.8%

JSTATE&E&-;hGHMEHTAL PROTEC

~lym

Brief Description

{ AGENCZY

Monitoring duries of certain sources: thesge

seccions describe the purpose, rnethods, and
techniques of the monitoring duties, and the

Requirementg: establish
requirements of coke oven batte
For charging, topsides ang door
must be done on a daily basis g
00 a quarterly bagig, For the

waste heat stack particulate

tests must be condue ted annua

filed annually,

28 the s

- Teports required under the monitoring dutieg,

pecific monitoring
Ty operators.

8, monitoring

nd reports filed
pushing and

weight regulations,
11y and reports
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II. Control Strategy Demonstration

Th2 Coutrol Strategy Demonstration submitted by tie Commonwealth of
Pennsylvanta 1g based on its clainm that the neyw rerulations are more
8irirsont than the regulations that DER ig currently applying to coke
ovin batteries in terms of allowable enissions expressed ag pounds of
Particu:lates per hour, EPA's evaluation of the information supplied by
Per:i:yivania will determine its acceptability ag a demonstration. The
Cerosmiaalth's statement in its letter forwarding this SIP revision,
th: - .32 Tegulations do not constitute the total revision package for
any vionattainment area, supports the possibility oFf accepting the new
regulations on the basis of Increased stringency. Area Specific plans,
to be submitted at a later date, are expected to provide g modeling
demonstration that the national ambient air Quality standards will be
attained and maintained in the affected areag, Tirr current SIP revision
is intended as a first step in the Process of nonattainment area planmning,

[
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ITI. ‘ubmittal of Public Commqug

Durin: the 30-day public cormant period following the December 5, 1979
notice of proposed rulemaking, FPA Teceived comments from the u.s. Steel
Cerporation, Bethlehen Steel Corporation, and the Pennsylvania Depar tment
-of Tnvironmental Resources., 1, general, the comments focused on issues
ra‘ced by FPA in the notice of proposed rulemaking. {,s. Steel also
sulbndctad extensive cormentsg challenging the technological feasibility

of th=: proposed regulations, the necessity of the Proposed regulations,

tia :thodology emnployed in developing the Proposed emission linitations,

tlao ronltoring provisions of the proposed regulations, and other less
'-5:'"ificant Provisions of the pProposed Tegulations. The major portion

oi ‘. Steel's comments consisgted of copies of documentsg submitted to

the Pennsylvania DER during thae above-mentioned public hearings, In
addition, U.s, Steel submitted g copy of a lNovenber 30, 1978 letter from
Earl F, Young, Jr., of the American Iron and Steel Institute ro

Donald Rr. Goodwin, Director, Imissions Standards ang Emgineerimg Division
of EPA's Office of Adr CQuality Planning agd Standards. Ihis letter
contained some of the findinps of a Task Group headed by R. M. MeXullen
of Bethlehenm Steel Corporation, regarding available coke oven emission
data and the factors which affect enission control performance, 1Ip a
cover letter forwarding these documents, .3, Steel stated that the
attachnents constituted their Specifie commants and outlined some items
that they felt were of particular concern. A surmary of ZPA'g evaluation

CONCURREMNCES
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future Region ITI

litigation involving coke oven batterieg, A recsat court decision

1vwolving the Donner-lanna Cote Corporation held that,

3 s2ecified method for reading visible emissions in a Stata
Fcthinl 9 muat be used. This nethod includes dats reduction
1y ring the averaging of six minutes' worth of wisibhle emissiong

Treauligs, Applying this data reduction Procedurs to
datg from coie oven batteries 15 possible; howawver -
SIP regulation that is applied to coke oven battsrie

to be used with the Method 9 averaging technique. The afor
court decisfon tends to emphasize that the currome anendmen

approved sgince they contain soecified visibie emission

in the absence of

SIP, TPA's
procedures

vigible emissions
the current Pernsvlvania
8 was not intended

ementioned
ts shiould he

Zeasurement

techniques, (It should be noted that FPA nay anr2al the Donner-lianna
decision for other reasons; however, the apneal may be leng
decision’s impact may be importantr to current ang anticipated Regional

The second significant policy issue deals with the question
discretion in anplying built-in excevtions to the enissions
by way of raking minor Source determinations under Sections
125,15 ang franting deferred compliance schedules under Sec
This issue ig discussed further in Section v belew,

thy and the

of State
Iimitations.
123.1 and
tion 127.42,
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V. ZPA vnluation

The ~oameents ecan be generally categorized into two sublect areas: the
fir=: d-als with the issues raised in the notice of pronosed rulemaking
and *'e s:cond deals with the technolooical asovects of the proposad
reg..i:tions. One of the issues raised in the nroposaed rulemaking was

tha: th . relationship between Section 129,15(a) and 129.15(e) 1is not
cele: . Subsection (e) of the Proposed regulation seemg to parmit the

trer - - of hot cole in the open atmosphere if vigible fugitive air

COr: | mts do not excasd 10 opacity., Subsection (3) does not make
refei e to subsection (e) when svecifyinn exemptions to the reauirements
for enclosure, and thus it is not clear how these sul‘scctions should be
interpreted. 1p their comuents, the Pennsylvania npRr noted that in 4
revision to the section prior to firal aonroval bv the State fmvironmental
Quality Board, a ney subsection was added without reflecting the addition
by changing the reference in subsection (a) from subsections (c) and (d)
to subsecctions (c) and (e). rpa'sg comrent ninnointed thig inadvercent
eITor and DER noted that the correet wording of the last phase of the
first santence of §l?9.l§(a) should be- "...excent for such fugitiva
pushing emissions ag are allowed by subsections (2) ang (2) of the
Section.” Thisg change would resolve the fgssue raised in the Proposad
rulemaking, i

The other 1ssues raisad in the notice of propased rulemaking deal with
establishing deferred comnliance schedules uniler Sections 127.42 -

127.52 and with making determinationg of minor significance under subsection
129.15(c). The issues in both cases are ginilar: first, whethor or not
DER has to subnit the daeferred compliance schedyles and the determinations
of minor gignificance to EPA as 8IP revisions ang second, whether or not
EPA has the authority to establish deferred compliance schedules unon a
Source'g application ¢o EPA and/or the authority to male independent
determinationsg of sinor significance,

Both DER and Bethlahen Steel Corporation expressed the belief in their
comments that neiiiay Source determinations nor deferread compliance
Schedules, need Le submitted ro PA as 8IP revisions, According to DER,
issuing a deferred compliance schedule ".. would not constitute a varianece
from applicabie STP requirements but wveould instead constitute the application
of approved syp T2rrulations under Specific situations &xpressly contemnlated
within thoge rescuialtions and in accordance with svacifie criteria ag get
forth in those regulations. " Bethlehenm Steal noted that every coke

battery opzrator in Pennsylvania would be requirsd to obtain a deferred
compliance schedule and thus a gIp revision would not be necessary, With
Yegards te the ainor source determinations, JER stated that the same
ATZumint apnlies here asg ADnlins g rha issnanee of dafarred corliance
gchedules, f.2., that a deter~inatdon of minor sienifisancae would coastitute
tie application of avnproved SIP reculationg. Furthermorc, DER stated

that an already-aporoved Tegulation, Saction l%é.l(a){?), allowvs for




guch minor source determinations without the requirement for a SIP
revision, Finally, nzr believes that a minor source deternmination
conforms with Section 110 of the Clean Adr Act since a finding must be
made that a. source vill not nrevent or interfere with the attainment or
maintenance of any ambient air quality standard in order to determine
that a source ig of minor conseauence., athilehem Steel contended that a
minor source determination would in fact be a determination that a
Source 18 in compliance with the 37TP,

In response to these contentions, npA believes that aqn air quality
demonstration submittad by a State 1ip support of a control strategy is
the eritical factor. If the situations refarred to in the regulations
were exprassly contemplated in an air quality deﬁonstration, and such a
demonstration were accepted ag showing attainment and maintenance of
standards, the State could then exercisa discration within the linits of
thoge situations. lowever, for those parts of the Terulations covering
minor sourca deterninations and deferred comnliance schedules, the State
did not demonstrate that their anplication would nos adversely affect
attainment and maintenance of standards, In fact, rhe demonstration that
the new regulations are more Strincent than the for—er regulations wag
based on the assumption that the technology required by the new repulations
would achiesve 957 control of puchlng emigsions. 1Ir is conceivable that

4 system could bhe installed that achieves a lover canture efficiency butr
8t1ll mects the requirements for a ninor soirce detarmination, and in

this case the "more stringent areunent May 2ot hold. As far ag the
current: Saction 123.1(a) (%) (dealing with rinor sources) ig concerned,

it has bheen FPA'sg inteation that a SIP revir-ion be submitted for determinations

under the section, althoush no determinatic . aave been submitted to

date, TPA further believes that a ninor soc.arne Cataermination would

cause problems with enforccability if not spacifically avnroved as part

of a future STP revision. Tlhe only emission limir=tion that PA could
apply to a source of fugitive enissions with a minsr source determnination
which had not yet been aporoved as part of the SI? would be the prohibition
of any fugitive emissiong,

It should be noted that the requirement to submit 3 SIP revision i3 not
eant to limit DER's discretion 4n applying the aroropriate sections.
DER can make whatever determinations it foels aporooriate, with 1PA
review as nrovided for in Section 110 of the Cloaz Mr Act wherever
there is a potential to affect the air qualicy deronstration or control
strategy, :

Further coemments received from U.S. Steel comprise the second subject:
area, i.e. the tectmological aspects of the propuzed repulations. The
Pannsylvyania D2nartment of Tnvironmental Tesources resnonded to U.s,
Steel's comments in a documant entitled "Departmene “agponses to Questions
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_ductions are usually achieved by following a comnlex sgquenge of steps

to prepare an oven for a charge of coal ("atage charglng Y. Thus operating
and maintenance (0&) practices at a given coke hattery can have a
gignificant effect on the leval of charging emissions. The same can

al;o be said of the level of emigsions from topsides and doors. Observations
made at well-controlled batteries cmploying tha correct O&M1 practices ’
ghow that the proposed Pennevlvania standards are achievable. A reasonable
extrapolation from this set of data can be made; namely, that the standards
can be achieved consistently. FPA gtaff feel that data obtained from
batteries that are not well-controlled should not he included in the
gtandard-setting process, as the standards should encourage improved and
consistent performance. This is particularly important since significant
emissions can result if proper 0&M practices are not followed. EPA
observations at coke batteries, carried out after the data base for the
Pennsylvania regulations was develonad, have further confirmed that

these regulations can be achieved using currently available technology.

B. The proposed HESHAPS standards referred to by T.S. Steel
(an official proposal of the standards has not, in fact, been made -
they are still in draft form) did employ statistical adjustments for the
charging gtandard. The basis for these adjustments is that the duration
of visible emissions from well-controlled charging apnarently follows a
log-normal frequency distribution. With this type of distribution,
standard statistical procedures can be applled to adjust an allowable
emission 1limit based on the duration of visible emissions to the 99y
confidence level.” This means that, if a single set of cbservations is
taken where the duration of visible emissions excee:ds the allowable, one
can be 997 confident that the battery wnere the ohservations were taken
is in fact out of compliance.

oPA staff feels that in the context of the SIP development process, the
statistical adjustments are not necessarily appropriate. The adjustments
were made, in the draft ESHAPS standards, to data that was collected at
a single battery that showed the best charging performance af the four
batteries considered for those standards. After making the adjustments,
the suggested standard is still more stringent than the Pennsylvania
standard. U.S. Steel recommends that the adjustments be applied to a
data base taken over a large nunber of batteries for a long period of
time. This would result in a standard more lenient than the Pennsylvania
standard. TPA staff feels that a standard set in the way. that 1.S.

Steal recommands would be a disincentive to improved and consistent
performance, that such a standard hasg the potential to allow unacceptably
high levels of emissions (by allowing charging emissions at well-controlled
batteries to increase to a level set by also considering batteries that
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are not as well controlled), and that the Pennsylvania charglng standard
i3 a2 reasonable one based on the data available to the DER and on data
fathered since the tina the standard was set. 4g to topnside emissions,
a primary technique to reduce the nunber of leaks is to apply a luting
naterial to the leakg (thiereby sealing them). The number of leaks is
thus-inversely proportional to the effort applied to luting, which in
turn can be 1Increagad by anplvine additional nannowar as necessary.
Because of thig relativaly simple control technique, the numbar of
topside leaks does not displav the statistieal characteristics that
charecing emissions seem to Jlisplay, lence it {s even more Inanpropriate
to apply the statistical adjustmenss to topsides emissions than 1t is to
apply then to charging enissions, - ’

C. The standards should reflect the correct procadures that will
result in the least emdssions. Charsine data for ',S., Steel - Fairfinld
Works for the period Yoverber 30 - Dogamber 1, 1976 were not inecluded in
standards develonment be ause the data d1d not rafleet the emissions
that result when tha operational criteria for stage charging are met,

3. Hardware required

Issuc: Coke battery waste lLioat stacks (combustion stacks)
cannot meet the visible enissions rezulatinn aven while meeting the mass
emission (prain loading) limitations, Achinrving compliance with tha
visible emissions regulations would require :the installation of major
hardwarae (£8P"8) which =ars both expensive ang difficult to retrofit. In
addition, EPA hag "uncounled" the welght and vigibie emissions standards
in 1its own regulations.

Response: Particulate emissions from waste heat stacks originate
fron the burniae of fuel in the underfire 3ysten and also from the
coking proeess through leal's in the oven walls., s such the waste heat
stack emissions are Internittent and can fluctuata greatly over tinma.
Because of this, it is very important to have an independently enforceable
regulation controlline visibla enissions from waste heat staela, This
regulation allows M2AsBUres to be taken to correct an air nollution
Problen that {g manifested by high visible emissions without goiag to
the delay involved in performing a stacl: test,

Data that TPA has available show that 1t may be possibie for a coke
battery waste heat stack to achleve a comnlying wmass emission rate while
exceeding the Pennsvivania visible ermdsaion limitation, »DER'g approach
Lo situations like this (where a source complies with the mass enission
limit but not with the visible emlssions 141it) has been to enforce thea
ma8s and visibla anisainng 1imits forarataely, Yut also to trear each
8ource on a case-by-case hasis vhen thare apnears to he 2 raason to



alter this approach. EPA's New Source Performance Standards (tsrs),
which 1i.3. Steel ig aoparently referring to, do provide a mechanisnm by
w.izh 1 source can petition the Administrator for a relaxation of an

appoicavle, visible enissions limitation when the arplicable mass emission

lizit 1= being net; however, the mechanism only applies to SPS-affected
deilitics. Coke batteries are not subject to SPS. Due to the importance
of & - parately-enforceable regulation for coke battery waste heat

8tic .. LPA staff does not fecl that 1t is necessary to ask DER to alter

th:e —agulations to provide a2 similar mechanisnm,

<. Monitoring provisions

- ,

Issue: Yonitoring should be required on a once-ver-week basis
(instead of once daily) for charging operations, and for determining the
extent of emissions from doors and tonsides. = long—term averaos of ten
weeks' data ghould be used to determine compliaace with the standards.
Opacity graater than 207 should be recorded for charging and topside
emissions, rather than any visible enlssions, to ciiminate tho inclusion
of ”cigarette—puff”, 1.e. very small leaks in dstearmining complianca.
U.S, Steel has a large data base which 1s based on readings greater than
207 opacity,

Response: A requirement that 10 weeks would be necessary to
deternine comnliance places an unrealistic burdsn on DER.  Significant
emissions can result if proper GaM practices are not followed. The FPA
staff feels that the daily wonitoring reauirement nrovides an important
incentive to ensure that emissions consistently Zall within the 21lowvable
limits, Reading a percent opacity on the tep of a coke battery where
the obsarver cannot aluvays control the variables {hackeoround color,
position of sun, ete.) required for a valld oparity reading is difficult.
A standard based on reading any visibie enissioms avoids the Dotential
problems with Le..ing opacity on top of a coke larrery. Purthermore,
the new Pennsylvinza regulations were based on data taken as "any visible
erission',

.

5. Control AL Pushing Fmissions

Issues: Tushing controls are high cost, low benefit, energy
intensive; the Trocess welzht rate should ba delztad and a standard
adopted based on cpacity, i.e. 30 seconds above 507 allowed for five
consecutive pushes: "essentially the standard inm affect at Clairton;

other states are not requiring pushing control.

Responses: EPA staff believes that pusiiing emissions are
e S
sienificant and must be encloged, as no coke ovin onerator hag shown
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that pusidng emissions can be consistently kLept to an acceptably low
lev2l wrirhout enclosura (see also response to 1, above), This belief i1s
bo5~1 o0 studies that have indicated that uncontrolled pushing emisgiong
acesnt for a significant rortion of the total meontrolled emiassions
fron a calke battery, The standard in effect at Clairton is, in fact, an
ir:oria standard in a program designed to eventvally provide for enclosed

Puiinr Very few states have actually adooted coke battery-spacific
23 it 'lons., OF the ones that haven't, many have seneral visible or
foy=. o enission linits s8tringent enoush to remire enclosed vushing,
Or 3tates that have adopted cole battery-snenific regulationg,

Cal:iuinia and I1lincis do require enclosed pushing,

6. Control of Charging Tinlssions
Issues:

A. Enissions greater than 20% should recorded instead of
any visible emission.

B. The Pennsylvania standard is not cmsistently achievable,

C. In the “definitions' Section (8121.1), delecte open chuek
doors from the definition of opan charging emissiong.’

D.-Physgical limitations on gome battertes lead to non-uniform
performanca at different batteries using the sam econtrol equipnent and
techniques,

Resvonsag:
—-—_-l._.._._._______
A&B.  These issues are discussed in 4 nd 2, above,

. C. Open chuel doors can be a significait source of enisgions
that are also relatively easy to control, hy maivt=inine proper aspiration
of the oven or by installing snoke boots, DIR fars that the control of
emissions from ¢ion chuck doors could be acconpliszhed by Including the

enissions in the charging standard.

D. A to the variabilitcy among batteri:s employing the sane
control techniques, 1pA staff faels that the Pcnxs?lvania_churging
standard allows enough leeway for that variabilits while strii] requiring
adaquate charging enlssion control. Properly exreuted stage charging
should result in emissiong very close to ZEro, O 1o more than just a
few seconds per charge, The Pennsvivania standaxt, 75 seconds of visible
enissions allewead PeT 4 consecutiva charses, acamats for an aberrant
charpo every four charg-s.
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Response: No basig for this request vas given, other than the
section is “unrealistie™, EPA staff believes that 2ER is not being -
unrealistic by including this requirement,
i _

C. Issue: The compliance date for an order under section 127.42
should not ba December 31, 1279; rather, it should be 30 months from the
date that an order is igsued,

- Response: 1pa staff belicves that the December 31, 1979 deadline ig
Justifiable in light of the fact that compliance with the former Pennsylvania
repgnlations wonld have required essentially the same tvpes of contrels
that the new Tesulations require, There has been adequate time since
the oriszinal Pennsvivania SIP was approved to install these controls,
The latesgt effactive date of any of the new pER resulations vas December
31, 1977, Thus VPA staff foels that there hasg been adequate tima to
Prepare for the further adjustrents required by the ney regulations, to
meet the Decembor 31, 1979 deadline.

D. Issues: Sections 127.44, 127,45, 127.46, and* 127,47 should be
deleted, :

Resnonsg: Mo basis yag provided whatesaver for the request. These
8ections provida ap opportunity for the piolic to comment on a proposed
delayed couplianca schedule, and should bLa retained,

E. Issue: The words ”adequately denongtrated" ghould be added to
the control tachnology requirement for ney coke batteries,

Response: Tha section of the Pennsylvania regulations dealing with
the construction of nay coke batteries is not Seing considered in this
SIP ravision.

F. Issue: v.s. Steel's Clairton Coke batteries should be added to
the list of exigting batteries,

Response: The Clairton batteries are Jocated in Mlegheny County,
The CEGEE}TE‘Health Dapartment hag regulations Foverning coke battery
emisaions which Arc a part of tha federally—approved SIP. The current
SIP revision does not PYopose to chanze the Allezheny County lealth
Department rules and regulations, hence Clairtan should not be included
in the list of 21z1stinng cote planes,
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

The Scerelary POST OFFICE BOX 1467
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17120

. June 30, 1978

Mr. Jdack J. Schramm
Regicnal Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

- 6th and lalnut Streets
‘Philadeirhia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Schramm:

This is to officially request EPA approval of the recent modificaticns
to Pennsylvania's Air Resources Regulations, related to particulate emissions
from ccke oven batteries, for incerporation as revision to the State Imple-
mentation Plan (SIP) for Pennsylvania. The purpose of these revisions is to
establish a program for more effectively regulating particulate air contaminant
discharges from coke ovens. The sections of Pennsylvania's regulations
affected by the modifications are as follows: (s5121.1, 123.1, 123.13, 123.44,
127.41, 127.42, 127.43, 127.44, 127.45, 127.46, 127.47, 127.48, 127.49, 127.50,
127,51, 127.52, 129,15, 129.16, 139.51, 139.52, 139.53, and 139.61).

It should be noted that these regulations are not envisioned as the
total revision package for any nonattainment area. Area specific plans will be
submitted at a later date for nonattainment areas as required by the 1977 Clean
Air Act Amendments. -

I have enclosed seven (7) copies of the specific regulatory revisions
as Appendix I and seven (7) copies of the analysis of the stringency of the
proposed SIP revisions as Appendix II. One (1) copy of the pertinent supporting
material is enclosed as Appendix III. This includes the entire record
(exhibits, correspondence, and testimony) before the Environmental Quality
Board (EQB) prior to its promulgation of the new regulations. An index of these
documents has been compiled for your reference. You should be aware that several

.. bhotographic exhibits were included as part of the EQB record (Appendix E, E-1-
E-5). Two of these exhibits were still photographs, xerox copies of which are
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Mr, Jack J. Schramm -2~ June 30, 1978

included, and a third exhibit was a copy of EPA's film of the U,S. Steel
Fajrfield coke oven operation, to which I presume you have access. The other
two exhibits, film of Bethlehem Steel Corporation's Franklin Batteries and

U.S. Steel Corporation's Clairton coke works, have not been included in the
Department's submission, as extra copies of the films are not available. I
suggest that you have the appropriate staff personnel contact Mr. James Ke
Hambright to arrange a viewing of these films. We hereby request that these
revisions herein noted and supporting material be approved as amendments to the
Pennsylvania SIP.

As indicated by portions of Appendix I, additional modifications not
related to coke ovens were made to Pennsylvania's Air Resources Regulations,
Official submission of these changes to be incorporated as part of the SIP will
follow shortly.

Appropriate public hearings on the proposed amendments were duly
advertised and held on Tuesday, April 5, 1977, at 10 a.m., Norristown Regional
Office, Second Floor Conference Room, 1875 New Hope Street, Norristown,
Pennsylvania; Thursday, April 7, 1977, at 10 a.m., Pittsburgh State Office
Building, Room 1609, 300 Liberty Avenue, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; and
Tuesday, April 12, 1977, at 10 a.m., Fulton Bank Building, Second Fioor Con-
ference Room, Third and Locust Streets, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. Additicnal
information regarding the hearings is contained on page 2251 of the Pennsylvania
Bulletin, Vol. 7, No. 33 (Appendix I). The subject hearings were held in.
accordance with 40 CFR Part 51, §51.5.

If you have any questions concerning this submission, please contact
Mr, James K. Hambright, Director, Bureau of Air Quality Control, Post Office
Box 2063, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120,

Sincerely yours,

Wi [t

Enclosures
Appendix I
Appendix II

" Appendix III
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INDEX GFF RECORD OF RULIPAKING PROCEFNTNG RETORT: 1m0 pnn

Text of Revised roposed Reaulations

Appendix A: Testimony
Docunacnts®

A-1 Transcript of Public Hearing, Avril S, 1977, Norristown,
Pennsylvania

A-Z Transcrint of Public Hearing, Avril 7, 19077, Pittshurch,
Pennsylvania

A-3 Transcrint of Public Hearing, April 12, 1977, Ifarrishure,
Pennsylvania

*Alrcady in the Possession of the FAR prior to the NMepartment's .Julv 12,
1977 submittal.



May 2, 1977

May 5, 1977

May 6, 1977

May

May

10, 1977

10, 18717

14, 3977

, 1977

12, 18977

12, 1977

13, 1977

13, 1917

A-d CTESTTMONY SHIMITTED SHPSTOUENT
TO FUBLIC I RINce

William Ii. Schantz
Jaindl's Turkev Famm

Ronald J. Chlchoski
Allegheny County llcalth Nepartnent

Daniel V. [lannan
United Steelworkers of America

Study on cffects of coke oven enissions on
the health of emplovees in coke nlants

Post-tlearing Prief of U'mited Steclworlers of
America on Standard for Colic ven Fmissions
(6/16/76)

Position of Inited Steelworkers of America on Pronosed

Coke Oven Regs (9/30/75)

Reprint frem Tederal Register hv Imited Steelworkers

of America (10/22/76) Part ITT: n"ept. of Labor
Occ. Safety and llealth Administration, Final Ncc.

Safety and MHealth Standard for Txposure to Coke Cven

Fnissions

Robhert J. !iddleton

Pennsylvania Aggregates Association
Jon M. Anderson

NCppers

E. L. Lindsav
Wheeling-Pittsburgh Steel Corn.

Robert A. Clancv
Alan Wood Steel Comnanyv

David M. Anderson
Bethlehem Steel Corporation

R. Dworek
U. S. Stecel

Gordon M. Rapier
UI.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

Ws Wilson
J & L Stecl

Range of Total Fmissions for Sets of § Con-
secutive Charges, Tables I-IV



A-4 Ccontinued

J & 1, - Pah, rks Cole Oven Chareine

T €

J & L - Aliquippa Works, Coke Oven Sealing

Alr, land or Water: The Nilomma of Coke Mants
Wastewater Nisnosal bv Reobert W. ™Mumnlan and
Francis Clay ‘cVMichael, Invironmental Studies
Institute, Camerie-Mellon Iniversitv .

May 13, 1977 Raymond X. Denvorth, Jr.
Philadelphia Coke Co., Inc.

May 18, 1977 Thomas G. McCloskey
Citizens Advisorv Council

*Already in the Possession of the I'NP nricr to the Nenartment's .Julv 12
1977 subnaeenl.



Appendix B:

Daocumients

B-4

B-5

Repartment Resnonses to Nuestions and Comments

Introduction - The Standard-Scttine Process
Commentator Code . . . . . . . . ..

Presentation of Originally Proposed Revulations
Their Revised Torm and the Rasis for Roth

Also, Commentator Tssues Paised in Testimonv

and the Department.'s Resnonse to Fach

Response to feneral Corments of Alan Yood Stecl
Company on Proposed Coke Cven Peculations

Comparison of Pronosad Colie ™ren Peculations with

Standard in Cfiect in Other States and Tconoric Trmact

1-1v

1-143

.1-4



Appendix C: Miscellancous Studics and Renorts Revicwed
and Relied Upon by the DPenartment

Documents:

C+1

-2
(=3

L=l

C-10
C-11

£=12

C-13

-

rodeling of Coke (wen Pat

terics (A Metcorolorical:
Study of fabient Air Oualit a

v Impact)

Supplementory Ambient Air Nualitv Impact Study Nata

Cuidance on Levels of Control Tor MNow Bv-Product Cole

Ratteries Locating in Arcas Txceedine the VAAS.

Coke-Oven-Docr Svstenm Techrologv: Task-Torce Prooress

Report on Activities to Improve Kenwers Doors at Clairton
borks, December 3, 1076.

Coke-Oven-Noor Svstem Technolotyv: Tield Pata From
Clairton lorks, December 5, 1876,

Source Testing of a Staticnary Cole-Side Tnclosure:
Burns Harber Flant, Bethlohem Steel Cornoration
(EPA Study)

ting hv Rethlehar Steel Comoration
at 1ts Burns Harbor Plant Shed, 1074 laga.
Testimeny of F.C. Morecno, fole “orker, Kaiscr Steel rom.,
Before the Secuth Coast Ajr Muality “mnacerent NMstric:

Hearing on April 1, 1077,

Minutes of the South Coast iy Muality Manaercrort Mistrict
Board, Anril 1, 1977, )

U. S. Patent, ‘av 18, 1976, Tor Cole Oven Moor Haod Nevice.

Standards Sunport and Fnvirommencal Impact Statement: an
Investieation of the Rest Svstems of Tmission Peuction for
the Charging Creration and Topside Leaks on Rv-Product Coke
Cvens. (FPA Report)

Effects of Water Quality on Coke Ouench Tower Particulate
Fmissions By Carl Fdlund, TPA.

Letter of June 20, 1977 to Dr. “Maurice K. foddard, Secrctary,
Pennsylvania Nepartment of Tnvivonmenta] Resources, Trom

Dr. Fula Ringham, Assistant Secretary of Lahor, Nccunational
Safety and Ilealth Administration, 17, S. Nepartment of l.abor,
Concerning Dr. foddard's Tnauirv Rerarding the Commatabilitv

of the Proposed Coke Oven Regulations and the Fxposurc Standards
of OSIIA.



C-16

C-17

C-19

C-20

C-24

C-25

vy e Rl UEIEECE )

Deposition of My Carl R, Syimons, Berhilchen Steel Corn.

on Necomber 4, 1975 in the Hatter of Pethlehom Steel Com.,
vs. Cominonwealth of Pennsvlvania, "R,

Deposition of Mr. Car] R, Swvinons, Pethichem Steel Corn.
Continued on August 18, 1076 in the ‘atter of Neothleken
Steel Corporation vs. Commomvcealth of Pennsvlvania, NrR,

Control of Pusher-Side Coke-Oven Noor 'missions hv (0. n,
Symons, Sr. Rescarch Fneinecr, Pethlchem Steel, October
18, 1976,

Deposition of My, Robert M, Harvey, Pethlehom Steel rom,
Continued on Aucust 4, 1976 in the *attor of Pethlchen
Stecl Cormoration vs. Cormmonwealth of Pernsyivania, nrn,

fias Cleaning Reauirerents for Coke-Pushine Immissions-
Burns Harbor Coke Side Shed bv (. R. Swions, Sr, Research
Engincer, Bethlehem Steel, January 17, 1975.

Deposition of C. R, Svimons, Bethlchem Steel Coxmoration

on Mav 19, 1976 (with Fxhibit - Ammendix I7T Attache)

In the Matter of Bethlehen Steel Corporation v, Commonwealth
Of Pennsvlvania, DIR.

Emission Testing and Fyraluation of Tord/Yowners Smokeless
Coke Pushing Svstem, Prepared hv Clavton Fnvironmental
Consultants, Inc. for the EPA, Mav 5, 1976,

Volume 2 of C-20 Januarv 8, 1976,
Volume 3 of C-20 Januarv §, 1976

Letter of April 7, 1977 from . Richard Mworel:, Associate
Dircctor, Unvirommental Control - Fast concernine I, S,
Steel Commorations's door research nroeram and a two nage
attachment concerning door sealing times.

Standards supnort and Fnvircenmental Immact Stntcr",cnt3 an
Investigation of the Pest Syvstoms of Tmission Roduction for
Pushing Operation on Py-Product fioke Mvens Pv TPA,

Particle Size Distribution of Coke Side missions {rom Pyv-
Product Coke Ovens, CCA Corporation Aucust 1976 for EPA.



Arpendix D Visible Pmission Data iised by the Department
Documents:
D-1 List of Raw Visible Imission Data Sots
D-2 Charging I'mission Data
D-3 Topside Fmission DNata

D-4 Door I'mission DNata
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Photographic Fvidence

Photograph of Charging, Bethlehem Steel, Bethlehon,
Nevember 3, 1975,

Photograph of Pushing, Bethlchem Stecl, Tranlklin Works,
Johnstown, August 20, 1975.

Movie Film Fxposed Januarv 1075 - Suhjget: CThareine
Operations Clairton Coke “Works. -

tovie Film Fxposed Januarv 1!, 107¢, NN . Rothlehem
Steel Comoration, Franklin Coke Works, .Johnstown Plant
Battery 17.

Movie Film [xposcd December 1976, 1. S. Steel Corporation,
Fairfield, Alabarz (TPA Filr).



Camonwealth of Pennsvlvania

SIP Revision - Coke Oven Regulations

APPENDIX I - REVISED PENNSYLVANIA REGULATIONS



Cammonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Envirormental Re_sources

Revised Air Pollution Regulations Applicable

to By Product Coke Oven Batteries

(UNOFFICIAL TEXT) *

SECTICN SUBJECT PAGE
121.1 Definitions 1
123.1 Prohibition fugitive emissions 3
123.13 Process factor - Pushing 3
123.44 (a) Allowable visible fugitive emissions 3
123.44 (b) Measuring and recording techniques 4
Equations for determining compliance 5
127.41 Abatement plans 6
127.42/.51 Deferred campliance petitions 6-9
127.52 Existing orders governing coke ovens 10
129.15 Cantrol of coke pushing operations 11
129.16 Event Door non-campliance 11
Mandated Work Practices (Door Non-campliance) 11
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SIP REVISION RBEQUEST

for

Pennsylvania Coke Oven Regulations

The Department of Envirormental Resources of the Cammorwealth of Pennsylvania
hereby submits as a revision of the federally-approved SIP the amendments to
25 Pa. Code Chapters 121, 123, 127, 129, 139 adopted by the Environmental Quality

Board con July 26, 1977.1

These amendments effect a Department objective expressed
during the formilation of the Cammonwealth's regulatory SIP in 1971—722—namely .
the development of regulations specifically addressing the particulate air con-
taminant emissions from by-product coke ovens. Prior to these amendments, the
Department's requlatory approach for contreolling fugitive particulate emissions
fraom coke ovens3 was directed toward the application of an opacity-based standard.
The new amendments to the regulations are designed in the same fashion as
the Department's earlier regulatory approach in that, with the exception of the
pushing process, allowable emissions fram coke ovens ara expressed in terms of
visible emissiocns.
These new requlations differ significantly frum the former requirements, how—
ever, in that the new regulations establish firm standards to be achieved for

individual points of emission fram the coke oven battery. As a result, the new

1. The camplete text of these amendments is attached in Appendix I.

2. See "Public Hearings on Proposed State Implementation Plan" (1/17/72) p. 167-
168 (Statements of Victor Sussman, Director, Bureau of Air Quality & Noise
Control) . Transcripts of the public hearings held on the proposed SIP were
proviced EPA as part of the documentation submitted by the Department in
support of the SIP.

3. Emissions fxrom coke oven battery cambustion stacks ars not fugitive in naturs
and are subject to the provisions of 25 Pa. Code §§123.13, 123.41. These
provisicns, as applied to cambustion stacks are not affected by the recent
amencments.



regulations are more stringent than the former requirements. Cn a mass emission
basis, they allow approximately one-third of the emissions allowed under the
Coamonwealth's emissions control strategy formerly approved by the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency. In addition, the new regulatios;-ls are
more easily administered and enforceable than the former requirements.

The new regulations would require the installation of best available control
technology (BACT) for pushing emissions, as well as BACT for doors and tDpSidES.4
They therefore require a more stringent degree of reduction of emissions from
existing sources in nonattainment areas than required by Section 172 of the Clean
Air Act, as amended (42 USC §7502).° These regulations should be considered by
EPA as the first step in the mandatory upgrading required by this section. Area
specific plans for nonattainment areas will be submitted at a later date as
required by the Federal Act.

The Department's submission in support of EPA approval of these amendments
follows, subdivided into three sections which: a) outline the former regulatory
approach; b) demonstrate that the new regulations are more stringent than
the former regulatory approach; and c) discuss the greater enforceability of
the new regulations. |

4.  See, EPA Memo fram Stanley W. Legro, "Guidance on Levels of Controls for New
By-Product Coke Batteries Locating in Areas Exceeding the NAAQS", January 5,
1977. ’

D Pursuant to Section 172, revisions to State Inplementation Plans for any non-
attaimment area should provide for "such reduction in emissions from existing
sources in the area as may be obtained throuch the adoption, at a' minimum,
of reasonably available control technology." (Emphasis added).

-2-



A. FORMER REGULATORY APPROACH

Al Applicable Regulatory Standards
Under the prior regulations, the following emission limitations were appli-

cable to fugitive air contaminants fram by-product coke oven operations:
FUGITIVE EMISSIONS
§123.1. Prohihition of certain fugitive emissions.

(@) No person shall cause, suffer, or permit the
emission into the outdoor atmosphere of any fugitive air
contaminant from any source except fram:

(1) Construction or demolition of buildings
or structures.

(2) Grading, paving and maintenance of roads
and streets.

(3) Use of rcads and streets. Emissions fram
material in or on trucks, railroad cars and other vehicular
equipment shall not be considered as emissions from use
of roads and streets.

(4) Clearing of land.

(5) Tilling or applying amendments to the soil,
preparing cover crops for incorporation into the soil and
harvesting, while farming.

(6) Stockpiling of materials.

(7) Open burning operations.

(8) Blasting in open pit mines. Emissions fram
drilling shall not be considered as emissions fram blasting.

(9) Other sources and classes of sources deter-
mined by the Department to be of minor significance with
respect to the achievement and maintenance of ambient air
quality standards or with respect to causing air pollution.

* % %

§123.2. Fugitive particulate matter.

No person shall cause, suffer or permit fugitive par-
ticulate matter to be emitted into the outdoor atmosphere
from any source or sources specified in items (1) through
(9) of §123.1(a) of this Title (relating to prohibition
of certain emissions) if such emissions are:

(1) either visible, at any time, at the point
such emissions pass outside the person's property, irrespec-
tive of the concentration of particulate matter in such
emissions; or

(2) not visible at the point such emissions pass
outside the person's property and the average concentration,
above background, of three samples, of such emissions at

- any point outside the person's property, exceeds 150 parti-
cles per cubic centimeter.

—-3=



VISIBLE EMISSICNS
§123.41. Limitations.

No person shall cause, suffer or permit the emissicn
into the cutdoor atmosphere of visible air contaminants in
such a manner that the opacity of the emission is:

(1) equal to or greater than 20% for a pericd
or pericds aggregating more than 3 minutes in any one
hour; or

(2) equal to or greater than 60% at any time.

§123.42. Exceptions.

The limitations of §123.41 of this Title (relating
to prohibition of certain fugitive emissions) shall not
apply to any visible emission:
(1) when the presence of uncambined water is
the only reason for failure of the emission to meet the
limitations;
(2) resulting frcm the operation of equip-
ment used solely to train and test persons in observing
the opacity of visible emissions; and
(3) fraom sources specified in items (1) through
(9) of §123.1(a) of this Title (relating to permitted
fugitive emissions).
§123.43. Measuring teclmiques.s
Visible emissicns may be measured using:
(1) any device approved by the Department and
maintained to provide accurate opacity measurements; or
(2) observers, trained and qualified to measure
plure opacity with the naked eye or with the aid of any
devices approved by the Department.
As stated in a letter dated March 24, 1977 from William M. Eichbaum, Deputy
Secretary for Enforcement and General Counsel, Department of Envirormental Re—
sources to Henry R. Balikov, Chief, Iegal Branch, U.S. EPA Region III, the
ah:vemgtﬂationsazemnsideredbythebeparmentmbemdepaﬁmtaﬁsepar—

ately enforceable.

5. Since 1972 the Department has used an cbservation technique scmewhat similar
to, but not identical with, the procedures established by EPA for new sources
in 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Appendix A, Reference Method 9. For example, the data
reduction technique in subsection 2.5 (i.e. six minute averaging) is not used
by the Department since the standard is expressed in terms of an aggregate of
more than three minutes equal to or greater than 20% opacity or an instantaneous

maximm or equal to or greatsr than 60%.

il



The Department is aware that same Region III staff members have interpreted
25 Pa. Code §123.1 as the only applicable reg'ulaﬁion and as requiring the absolute
prohibition of all by-product ccke oven fugitive emissions. Such an interpretation
is inconsistent with the langugage of the section itself, the emission control
strategies submitted to EPA on January 27, 1972°, June 6, 19727 and December 14,

8 9

1972 andappmvedbytheAdmirﬁstratar,andtheenfomenentactionstakenby

the Department against the majority of coke plant operators within its juris-
dgiction.°

The Department submits that the record, as developed more fully below, demon-—
strates that control of fugitive emissions from by-product coke oven batteries
based on an opacity standard made applicable to fugitive emission points on the
battery has been the fundamental control strategy consistently employed by the
Department. Indeed, an air quality demonstration which demonstrated that such a

control strategy was sufficiently stringent to attain and maintain the primary

6. Original STP (40 CFR §52.2020 (b))

7. Allegheny County regulations - Article XVITI (40 CFR §52.2020 (c) (4))
8. Clairton Consent Agreement revision (40 CFR §52.2020(c) (8))

e See 40 CFR §52.2020, 52.2023

10. Department consent orders were entered with: Bethlehem Steel Corporation
(2/25/72) ; Alan Wood Steel Corporaticn (6/1/72); Interlake (Koppers)
(6/1/72); U.S. Steel - Clairton (9/25/72 - Litigation settlement); Unilateral
Dgpar*.:nmut abatement orders were issued to: Crucible Inc. (9/5/73); Wheeling-
Pittsburgh Steel Co. (9/5/73) and J & L Steel Corporation (Aliquippa Works)
(9/?/73) . Litigation against U.S. Steel-Fairless Works was cammenced by
equity camplaint in Bucks County Common Pleas court May 7, 1973 and is still
ongoing.



annual particulate matter standard was submitted to EPA by the Department as
support for the "Clairton Revision" approved by EPA. L Having sufficiently
demonstrated the stringency of this control strategy to the approval of EPA, the
Department submits that under the United States Supreme Court's rationale

expressed in the cases of Union Electric Co. v. EPA, UsS: , 44

U.S. Law Week 5060 (1977) and Train v. NRDC, 421 U.S. 60 (1975), EPA must accept

such allocation of emission limitations and may not now attempt to substitute its
interpretation as to the allocation of emission limitations for that of the
Camonwealth. Especially is this so when the record clearly evidences the fact
that EPR, in actions both before and after the submission of such demonstration,
acknowledged this control strategy to be the applicable SIP.

A.2 Development of Emission Limitations

A.2.a 1972 STP sulmission and its relation to ongoing enforcement efforts

Aware that coke oven batteries were sources of air pollution which posed
a threat to the public health fram carcinogens associated with emissions, the
Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control initiated a cawpliance program for coke
ovens in 1970-71 by sending an invitation to all Pemnsylvania coke producers
to participate in a cooperative control effort.l? Discussions were held with
representatives from the major steel campanies throughout 1971 in efforts to
arrive at an acceptable campliance standard. For the most part, these efforts
proved unsuccessful; however, consent agreements were entered with Bethlehem
Steel Corporation on February 25, 1972, and Alan Wood Steel Corporation on June 1,
1972,

11. See references, footnotes 8 and 9, supra. This demonstration superseded
earlier calculations contained in the ariginal SIP submission (Tables 2.1,
2.2, "Pppendix B") which indicated primary annual particulate matter standards
would be attained assuming either full control or no control of fugitive coke
oven emissions. Thus, the original SIP demonstrated that control strategies
for coke oven batteries might be prescribed on a case-by—case basis ranging
fram full control to no control, as the Commonwealth chose, yet still result
in mesting the primary annual NAAQS.

12. Copies of representative ccrrespondence attached. (See Appendix A -1i)

~
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The Bethlehem Abatement Orfflr—:-:r,]'3 Order No. 72-533, recited the Department's
factual finding that:

"...the emissions of air contaminants from the charging, ooking
and pushing cperations of the by-product coke ovens...are .
causing air pollution...in that the emissions are in viola-
tion of the standards established under Chapter 123 of the
Rules and Requlations of the Department of Envirormental
Resources..."

Paragraph 5 of the Order prescribed che final emission standard necessary to
achieve campliance with requlations praomilgated in Chapter 123 as follows:

5. No later than four years after approval by the
Department of the plan summitted pursuant to paragraph 4,
Bethlehem Ste2l Corporation shall have achieved the
following performance standard:

There shall be no visible emission other
than water mist or vapor in excess of #1
Ringelmann or 20% equivalent opacity for
a period or periocds aggregating more than
3 minutes of any consecutive 60 minutes
fram the operation of any battery of by-
product coke gvens."

Interim standards, effective on or beft.:are June 30, 1973, were established which
limited emissions fram oven doors, charging, and pushing operations to no greater
than 20 percent cpacity for various aggregate time periods in any hour. The Alan
Wood order,™® signed three months later, contained the same final campliance
standard as the Bethlehem order and similar interim campliance standards effective
on or before June 30, 1973.

As a result of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970, the Department was, at
the same time working to dewvelop the State Implementation Plan by January 31,
1972. Hearings on the proposed regulations which were to be incorporated in
the SIP proposal were held on December 1, 1971 (Philadelphia), December 2

(Harrisburyg), Deca‘nbe‘.r 3, 4 (Pittsburgh). After receipt of camments fram industry

13. A copy of Order No. 72-533 is attached. (See Appendix A-ii)

1l4. A copy of Order No. 72-548, entered with Alan Wood, is attached. (See
Appendix A-iii)



and the public at these hearings, additional public hearings were held on
January 14, 17 and 19, 1972 to consider the medifications and additions to the
SIP document as first proposed.

The interface between the Department's formulation of its SIP and the
negotiations with major steel campanies begun in 1970 is indicated in the
supplemental written testimony of U.S. Steel, which addressed the impact of
the proposed visible emission reqgulations on coke oven fugitive emissions:

"In the event that the Board decides not to follow our
recammendaticon and retains the opacity standards for
sources not venting through a stack, we must cbject to the
stringency of the allotment of only 3 minutes out of every
hour for emissions to exceed 20% opacity.
The difficulty in meeting the proposed visible stan-
dards for coke oven emissions is reinforced by the recent
Battelle Institute report cammissioned by the Public Health
Service which concluded on Page III 2 - 'The charging and
pushing (discharging) of coke ovens is cne of the major
uncontrolled sources of air pollution in an integrated
steel works. Practical methods for e.ffectizg control of
coke plant emissions are not yet in sight."
While steel campany representatives did not, therefore, concentrate their atten-
tion on §123.1 as applying a total prohibition upon all fugitive emissions, the
public interest groups, not having participated in the Department's campliance
negotiations with the steel industry, did.

At the first round of public hearings in December, 1971, envirormental
GTOUps, most notably the Group Against Smog and Pollution ("GASP") criticized
the failure to include specific requlations applicable to coke oven fugitive

emissions in the proposed control strategy. When the proposed requlations, as

15. See "Supplemental Written Statement of Herbert J. Dunsmore, Director of
Envirormental Control, United States Steel Corporation", December 27, 1971
at page 8; also "Public Hearings on Air Pollution Regulations—-December 3,
1971" p. 112. A copy of Mr. Dunmore's December 27, 1971 statement is
attached as Appendix a-jxz,



revised to reflect comments received during the December hearings, remained silent
on this subject GASP witness Albert Smith questioned Mr. Victor Sussman, Director
of the Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control, during the second round of hearings
held in January, 1972 as to the reason for the Department's failure either to
adopt or explain its reasons for not adopting specific regulations for by-product
ccke che.t-Js.]‘6 Mr. Sussman indicated that the Department was then in the process
of developing an emission standard for fugitive emissions from coke ovens and
expressly referred to the ongoing negotiations of his abatement and campliance
staff:

The question of why did we drop by-product cake
ovens for not adopting specific requlations for by-
product coke ovens. I indicated at the December
hearing that we believe that coke ovens require a
special requlation and the Department fully intended
to develop one.

We are right now in the process of reviewing all
literature. We have had our Abatement and Campliance
Section spend a good deal of time preparing such stand-
ards. We are now reviewing these standards. They are
not going to be ready by January 30. We will have
them available as soon as possible after January 30,
mtIthi.Iﬂcitwaspointedupveryclearly at the
December hearings that it is almost impossible to
measure percentages from pushing and charging operations
in an objective way as I had indicated and therefore,
we need a better standard, better regulation that
might involve specj_fi(jﬁticms, and that's what we are
working on right now.

GASP also criticized the Cammorwealth's control strategy as being overly
optimistic, alleging, inter alia, that the IRM estimate of actual fugitive

emissions of 6033 Tons per year:l'8 failed to include significant sources of fugi-

16. See, "Public Hearings on Revised State Implementation Plan", January 17,
1972 at p. 45. ©

17. Ibid, p. 168.
18. Presumably this figure did not include fugitive emissions from sources
identified in 25 Pa. Code §123.1(a) (1)-(8).

s



tive emissions, most particularly coke ovens. Smith testified that "from coke
ovens alone we are talking about a probable underestimate of 30,000 Tons per
year, campared to a total allowed figure of 6033 T'/year".l9 GASP argued that
by failing to provide a specific control strategy for fugitive emissions fram
coke ovens, and by grossly underestimating the resultant total yearly fugitive
emissions, the Cammonwealth's conclusion that the primary annual particulate
matter standard would be achieved was somewhat questionable.

As a result of the suggestion of Chairman Elliot that GASP and the Depart-
ment meet for further discussion of the coke oven issues raised by GASP, further
meetings were held in Harrisburg. 2Additional calculations, using GASP's estimate
of allowed fugitive air contaminants {ram by-product coke ovens, refined to
27,027 tons per year, were run by the Department and included as "Appendix B"
of the 1972 SIP sutmission. The results indicated that, even if the Department
were unable to develop a regulatory approach for control of fugitive emissions
from by-product coke ovens, the annual primary NAAQS'for particulate matter
would be achieved. 20

The Department's camments at the public hearing, and the subsequent
calculations done in "Appendix B" of the 1972 SIP submission make it clear that
the Department did not interpret or intend §123.1 as an absolute prchibition of
fugitive emissions from coke oven batteries. The first formal expression of the
Department's control strategy for fugitive emissions from coke ovens was con-

tained in the February 25, 1972 Bethlehem Steel Corporation's Consent Order and

19. "Public Hearings", supra note 16, at p. 5S2.

20. Appendix B projécts 1975 expected air quality to be 76 ug/m3 for the camposite
air basin used. Depsite the fact that the primary standard is 75 ug/m3, it is
the Department's understanding that EPA rolicy at the time ccnsidered a level
of 76 to be effective campliance.

-10-



reaffimed in the Alan Wood order dated June 1, 1972. Perhaps more important,
for purposes of demonstrating that EPA acknowledged and approved this control
strategy, are the submissions to EPA of Allegheny County's Article XVIII-—which
established emission limitations for the control of air contaminant sources in
Allegheny County—and the Clairton Consent Decree. Consideration of each sub-
mission illustrates that both the Department and EPA viewed the control of
fugitive errd.ssiorﬁs fram coke ovens as based on campliance with an opacity
standard.

A.2.b Submission of Allegheny County regqulations

Cn June 6, 1972, five days after the Alan Wood order was signed, Governor
Shapp transmitted to EPA Article XVIIT of Allegheny County's Air Pollution Control
Regulations. The provisions of Article XVIII were intended to provide the regu-

lation of sourcesinthemmtyandwereapprovedbyEPAaspartof the Pennsylvania

SIP.ZJ'

Article XVIII contained Provisions regulating both fugitive emissions and
Visible emissions from sources, in language substantially similar to that con-
tained in §5123.1 and 123.41 of the Department's Regulations.?? article XVIII,

2l. See 40 C.F.R. §52.2020 (c) (4), 52.2023.

22. Sei:ltlm 1809.1, regarding allowable visible eunissions reads in part as
follows:
.1 Visible Air Contaminants
A. No perscn shall cause, suffer, or allow the emission into the
open air of visible air contaminants in such a manner that the opacity
of the emission is:
(1) Equal to ar greater than No. 1 on the Ringelmann
Scale or an equivalent opacity for a period or pericds
aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one (1) hour, or
(2) Equal to or greater than No. 3 on the Ringelmann Scale
or an.equivalent opacity at any time.
B. The standards of Subsection .1A. shall not apply to any
visible air contaminants when:

-11-



however, provided separate standards applicable to coke oven battery emissions.

Subsection 1809.7 of Article XVIII established restrictions on the emissions

from the charging, pushing, or coking and quenching processes. The provisions

of Section 1809.7 are as follows:

(continued)
2l

(1) The presence of uncambined water is the only reason
for failure of the emission to meet the visible air contaminants
standards, or

(2) Visible emissions result fram a blast furnace slip, as
provided in Section 1810.5, or

(3) Visible emissions result solely from the operation of
a coke oven ar battery of coke ovens as provided in Section
1809.7, or

(4) Visible emissions result solely from fugitive emissions
excepted fram the provisions of Section 1809.2, or

(5) Visible emissions result from the operation of an
incinerator, as provided in Section 1809.5, or

(6) Visible emissions result from the cold start of fuel-
burning or cambustion equipment and when notice has been given
as provided in Section 1816....

Section 1809.2, regarding fugitive emissions reads in pertinent part as

follows:

-2 Fugitive Fmissions

A. No person shall cause, suffer, or allow the emission into the

open air of any fugitive air contaminant fram any scurce except from:

(1) Construction or demplition of buildings or structures

(2) Grading, paving, and maintenance of roads and streets

(3) Use of roads and streets. Emissions from material in
or on trucks, railroad cars, and other vehicular equipment shall
not be considered as emissions from use of roads and streets.

(4) Clearing of land

(5) Tilling or applying amendments to the soil, preparing
cover crops for incorporation into the soil and harvesting, while
farming

(6) Stockpiling of materials

(7) Blasting in ocpen pit mines. Emissions from drilling
shall not be considered as emissions fram blasting.

(8) Sources for which specific emission standards or
standards of performance are set forth in this Article

(9) Other sources and classes of sources determined by the
Director to be of minor significance with respect to causing air
pollution. ...

Y
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1809.7 Coke Ovens

A. No person shall cause, suffer, or allow the emission
into the open air of visible air contaminants from the push-
ing and charging of a battery of coke ovens in such a manner
that the opacity of the emissions is equal to or greater than
No. 2 on the Ringelmann Scale or equivalent cpacity.

B. No persons shall cause, suffer, or allow the emission
into the open air of visible air contaminants fram the pushing
and charging of a battery of coke ovens after January 1, 1974
in such a manner that the ovacity of the emissions is equal to
Qr greater than No. lontneRingelmnnScaleorequivalent

opacity.

C. No person shall cause, suffer, or allow the emission
of any visible air contaminants into the open air from any
openjngonthetopsideofabatteryofcokeovens, except
forperiodsmmenabatteryofcokecvensisbe:{ngcharged.

D. No perscn shall cause, suffer or allow any visible
emission except non-smoking flame, from any opening from more
than ten (10) pe.rcentofmecokecvensina:wbattezyatany
time except as provided in the preceding paragraph.

E. Self-sealing oven doors found to be leaking thirty
(30) minutes or more after an oven is charged shall be adjusted,
repaired, or replaced prior to the next coking cycle which
starts during the daylight turn after the leak is discovered.
Leaking luted doors shall be reluted immediately.

F.  No person shall cause, suffer, or allow the cperation
ggf a coke quenching tower which is not equipped with interior
fles. -

sources, pramilgated under the provisions of The Permmsylvania
Clean Streams Law, Act of June 22, 1937, P.L. 1987; as amended
May 8, 1945, P.I. 435; August 23, 1965, P.L. 372; and July 21,
1970, P.L. 222, except that water from the nearest stream or
rivernﬁybeusedfcrtinquenchingof coke.

Pursuant to Section 12 of the Pennsylvania Air Pollution Control Act (35 P.S.
§4012), the provisions of Article XVITT were legally authorized, as requlations

\\



pramilgated by an approved air pollution control agency of a political sub-
division, provided, however, that the regulations:
...will not be less stringent than the provisions of

this act or the rules and requlations oromilgated
pursuant to its provisions. (Emphasis added).

If §123.1 of the Department's regulations had been interpreted as prohibiting all
fugitive emissions fram cocke oven batteries, the Department could not have approved
Subsection 1809.7 of Article XVIII. Similarly, had EPA so interpreted §123.1, it
could not have legally approved Article XVIII, given its awareness of the language
of Section 12 of the Act. Precisely because the control strategy for fugitive
coke oven emissions was recognized as based on allowable opacity levels (CE£. Bethlehem,
Alan Wood consent agreements), no objection to the promilgation of Article XVIII
was voiced by either the Department or the EPA.
The record indicates that EPA did not require a separate air quality demon-

stration in support of Article XVIII, which suggests that EPA, at the time,
was convinced that the Allegheny County standards, including §1809.7, were at
least as stringent as the State SIP EPA had approved in March, 1972. It is clear
the State was of this opinion. In a letter to Regional Administrator Furia, dated
June 20, 1.9'?223 Mr. Sussman requested that:

a part of the applicable control strategy in the area.

Further control strategy evaluations are not necessary,

since the Allegheny County requlations are at least as
stringent as State regulations."

23. A copy of this letter is attached as Appendix A-V.
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The Allegheny County regulations contained in Article XVIII were approved by the

Administrator as part of the Pennsylvania S_T_P.24 To legally approve Article

XVIII as it did, EPA had to accept, as not less stringent than the requlations

pramilgated by the Department, a regulatory approach to control of coke oven
fugitive emissions framed in terms of allowable visible emissions applicable
to distinct points of fugitive emissions fram the cocke oven battery.

A.2.c Clairton Consent Decree—SIP Revision

The regulatory strategy of the Commonwealth was again set forth in the
submission of the "Proposed Revisions to the Metropolitan Pittsburgh Intrastate
Air Quality Control Region Implementation Plan" by Governor Shapp on December 14,
1972. In that document, the County and the Department undertook to demonstrate
to EPA that the attaimment of the primary annual NAAQS for particulate matter
would not be jecparidized by approving the consent decree reached on September
25, 197225 among the County, the Department, and U.S. Steel Corporation, which
cantained interim standards less stringent than the requirements of Article
XVIITI, Section 1809.?.26 After reviewing the original SIP sutmission and noting
the discrepancy between the emissions inventory figures stated in Tables 2.1 and
2.2 of the Control Strategy Evaluation and the figures used in "Appendix B" of
the 1972 SIP submission, the revision document undertook to re-examine the matter
by quantifying the allowable fugitive emissions from by-product coke oven
batteries and calculating the resultant air quality level expected in light of

24. 40 C.F.R. §§52.2020(c) (4), 52.2023.

25. Separate agreements covering, inter alia, coke oven desulfurization and coke
quenching were signed in October, 1972.

26. The consent agreement was reached among the parties in settlement of a law—
suit jointly filed by the county and the Department on February 11, 1972.
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the developed Pennsylvania control strategy for fugitive emissicns from coke ovens
as reflected by:

"a) the provisions of Article XVIII (Sections 1809.1A,
1809.7) relating to coke oven emissions;

b) the less stringent interim requirements contained in
the Clairton cocnsent decree; and

c) the Cammorwealth's coke oven sta:ﬁard——s‘%ttemed after
the Bethlehem and Alan Wood consent orders."

The assumptions used in the revision document's calculations are stated on Paqé 5:

"The following two calculations reconsider this problem
based on campliance of soutiwestern Pennsylvania coke plants
with Article XVIII or the standards in the Clairton Consent
Decree in Allegheny County and the following coke plant
standard beyond Allegheny County, both of which are almost
identical.

"There shall be no visible emissions
other than water mist or vapor in excess
of Ringelmann No. 1 or twenty (20) per-
cent equivalent opacity for a period

or pericds aggregating more than three
(3) minutes of any consecutive sixty
(60) minutes and not in excess of sixty
(60) percent equivalent cpacity at any
time fram the operation of any battery
of by-product ccke ovens.

This latter standard summarizes the Cammorwealth policy on
coke plant campliance in the jurisdiction of the Department
of Envircrmental Resources."

Pages 6-11 of the revision document present the calculations of the Department
and the County, based on use of the above as the applicable emissions standards.
The calculations demonstrated that projected air quality would be 72 ugr/‘m3 (p. 10)
which would result in attaimment of the primary annual NAAQS for particulate matter

of 78 ug/mB. Quite expectedly, by quantifying the reduction in mass emissions

27. Revision document, pages 6-7.
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expected fram enforcement of the control strateqy for fugitive emissions from
coke oven batteries as explicitly described in the revision document, the projected
air quality fell between the levels of 69.8 ug/m> and 76 ug/m® given in the
original SIP submission reflecting total and no cantrol of coke oven fugltwe
emissions respectively. The Clairton consent decree, supported by the revision
document, was approved by EPA as a revision to the Pennsylvania SIP.28

it is important to recognize that the Clairton revision was presénted to
EPA less than a year after the Agency's approval of the 1972 SIP sul:missioﬁ and
approximately six months after the Department's submission of Article XVIIT con-
taining Allegheny County's revised regulations limiting air contaminant emissions.
Most of the principals familiar with both earlier submissions were still with the
Agency. It is therefore hardly swrprising that the explicit statement in the
revision document of the standards previously recognized as applicable to fugitive
emissions fram coke ovens evinced no negative response from EPA. .
A.2.d Subsequent enforcement actions applying the standard

Subsequent to the clarification of the control strategy for coke oven fugitive
emissions in the Clairton revision document, and EPA's a@pproval as a SIP revision,
the Department, in May, 1973, filed a camplaint in equity against U.S. Steel
Corporation's Fairless Works. The final relief requested of the Court with respect
to emissions from the coke over batteries was as follows:

C. After final hearing permanently direct USS, its
agents, servants, employees, successors and assigns
con or before July 1, 1975, to operate its cocke ovens
at the Fairless Works in campliance with the following
standards:

There shall be no visible emissions
other than water mist or vapor in excess
of #1 Ringelmann or twenty (20%) per-

28. 40 C.F.R. §52.2036.
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cent equivalent opacity for a pericd
or pericds aggregating more than three
(3) minutes of any consecutive sixty
(60) minutes fram the operation of 29
any battery of by-product coke ovens.
The camplaint also requested that the Court order campliance with specific interim
standards, all of which were expressed in terms of allowable opacity.30
On June 1, 1973, the Department and Interlake, Inc. (now Koppers, Erie, Pa.)

entered a consent agreement which provided, in Paragraph 2 for interim standards—

29. This final standard was identical to the final standard contained in the
Bethlehem (2/5/72) and Alan Wood (6/1/72) consent orders.

30. B. After final hearing, directing USS, its agents, ser-
vants, employees, sucessors, and assigns to camply with the
following interim emission standards for its coke ovens until
July 1, 1975:

1. Charging - There shall be no visible emissions during
the charging cycle from the chargmg holes or the larry car of
anybatte.ryw:.th an opacity which is equal to or greater than
twenty percent (20%) (equivalent to Ringelmann No. 1) for a
period or periods aggregating more than four (4) minutes of any
consecutive sixty (60) minutes on each battery oven or equal
to or greater than an opacity of sixty percent (60%) (equivalent
to Ringelmann No. 3) at any time. For purposes of this Decree,
the charging cycle shall begin when the first coke oven lid is
removed and shall end when the last 1lid is replaced.

2. Pushing - There shall be no visible emissions during
the pushing cycle, other than water mist or vapor, with an
opacity which is equal to or greater than forty percent (40%)
(equivalent to Ringelmann No. 2), for more than one (1) push
per hour per pushing machine, or for two (2) consecutive pushes
fram the same oven. For purposes of this Decree, the pushing
cyclesha]ibegmwhenthecokecvendoorlsremwedandshall
end when it is replaced.

3. Cambustion Stacks - There shall be no visible
emissions, other than water mist or vapor, with an opacity
which is equal to or greater than Ringelmann No. 1 for a
period or periocds aggregating more than three (3) minutes
of any consecutive sixty (60) minutes or equal to or
greater than Ringelmann No. 3 at any time from any stack,
except as permitted by paragraph A-2 above.
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based on opacity levels-—and provided that, no later than July 1, 1975, emissions
from the coke oven batteries be in campliance with the following final standa.rd.?’l

5. No later than July 1, 1975, Interlake, Inc., its
successors and assigns, shall have achieved the following
performance standard:

There shall be no visible emission
other than water mist or vapor with an
opacity which is equal to or greater
than Ringelmann No. 1 or 20% equiva-
lent opacity for a period or periods
aggregating more than three (3) minutes
in any consecutive sixty (60) minutes
at any time from the operation of its
by-products coke ovens.

In September, 1973, unilateral Department orders were sent out to the three
remaining steel companies within the Deparzent's jurisdiction--Crucible, Wheeling-
Pitesburgh, and Jones & Laughlin (Aliquippa Works). These orders,32all of which
were appealed, required compliance with the following final standard:

"4, No later than July 1, 1977, the implementation

of the plan submitted pursuant to paragraph 3 shall have
achieved the following performance standard:

(continued)

30. 4. Oven Doors - There shall be no visible emissions,
other than water mist or vapor, with an opacity which is
equaq. to or greater than an opacity of twenty percent (20%)
(equivalent to Ringelmamn No. 1) at any time, except as
permitted by paragraph A-4 hereof.

are made. Atnotimeshalltierebeleaksinmrethan

3l. A copy of the Interlake consent agreement is attached as Appendix A-vi.

32. All three orders were substantively identical. The Crucible order is
attached as Appendix A-vii.
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There shall be no visible emission other
than water mist or vapor in excess of #1
Ringelmann or 20% equivalent opacity for
a period or pericds aggregating more than
three (3) minutes of any consecutive sixty
(60) minutes or equal or greater than #3
Ringelmann or 60% equivalent opacity at
any time from the operation of any battery
of by-product coke ovens.™

By September, 1973, therefore, the Department was either engaged in litigation

to enforce a final campliance standard for fugitive emissions from coke oven
batteries expressed as allowable opacity or had entered consent agreements in
which the campany had agreed to meet such a final standard.

A.2.e Bethlehem Steel Corporation—EPA actions RE Johnstown, Bethlehem plants

Further demonstration in the record that EPA, subsequent to its approvals of
Article XVIII for Allegheny County and the Clairton SIP revision, understood and
interpreted the Implementation Plan as regulating fugitive emissions fram coke
ovens by prohibiting them from exceeding a specific opacity level for a finite
portion of a sixty minute period, is evident by its actions regarding Bethlehem
Steel Corporation's proposed campliance program in 1974 for its Johnstown plant
and its §113 Order issued in Jarmuary, 1976 for the Bethlehem, Pa. plant.

In 1974, officials from Bethlehem Steel Corporation announced that due to
market conditions the campany had revised its corporate planning strategy and had
decided to retain operations at the Johnstown plant. The campany therefore sought
to open negotiations with both the Department and EPA to reach consent agreements

providing for campliance with all applicable emission limitations for all sources

at the Johnstown plant. After numerous discussions with the campany throughout
most of 1974, EPA, by letter of Stephen R. Wassersug, Director, Enforcement

Division, US EPA Region ITI, transmitted to Bethlehem a series of draft orders.
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Mr. Wassersug's letter indicated that draft order No. 5 provided for conmpre—
hensive treatment of all sources at the Johnstown plant.

"Again, it is hoped that the Campany will be able to
sign the 5th draft as written and thus formally consent
to meet its May 1974 oral cammitment to bring all of the
air pollution emissions at the Johnstown Plant in full
campliance with the applicable provisions of the Pennsyl-
vania implementation plan by the end of 1978. DPlease
understand that this office intends to take all necessary
steps to attain full campliance with the implementation
plan as expeditiously as practicabile." (Emphasis added)

The final compliance standard specified by EPA in draft order No. 5 for the
Johnstown coke oven batteries was as follows:
"8 (a) On and after the dates specified below, there

shall be no visible emissicns other than water

mist or vapor in excess of No. 1 Ringelmann or

20% eguivalent opacity for a pericd or pericds

aggregating more than 3 minutes of any consecu-

tive 60 minutes from the operations of any

battery of by-product coke ovens..."
Interim standards for the ccke oven batteries, as established in Paragraph 10,
limited emissions from oven doors, charging, and pushing operations to designated
cpacity levels. 33 On the basis of the statements made by Mr, Wassersug in his
letter of November 1, 1974 and the pProvisions of Draft Order No. S5—which
EPA had prepared—it is clear that EPA had accepted the Department's control
strategyasexpressethheCJajrtonrevisimdocmentarﬂwaspmparedto
enforce such standard as the applicable SIP requirement in its own acticns
against Pennsylvania coke plant operators.

On January 27, 1976, EPA, by letter from Daniel J. Snyder, III, Region III

Administrator advised Bethlehem Steel Corporation pursuant to Secticn 113 of

33. Copies of the NoVember 1, 1974 letter fram Wassersug, and draft order #5 are
attached as Appendix A-viii.Note that cn bage 2, Conclusions of Law, EPA con-
cluded that operation of the specified air pollution sources at Johnstown,
including the Rosedale and Franklin coke oven works, violated "Sections 123.1,
123.13, 123.23 ard 123.4.".
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the Clean Air Act of violations of "the federally-approved implementation plan
for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania" at the campany's Bethlehem, Pa. plant. Of
the numerous violations documented at the coke oven batiteries, all were based on
observed violation of opacity standards. On December 27, 1976 the Department
received a copy of a draft Section 113 Order for the Bethlehem plant dated
December 20, 1976 fram Richard Watman, Air Compliance Branch, Region III. That
draft required the campany, in Paragraph 3, to:
"3. Control emissions from the various cperations of

the Campany's By-Product Coke Oven Batteries so that these

operations do not produce visible emissions, individually

or collectively, with opacities greater than or equal to

twenty percent (> 20%) for more than three (3) minutes

in any one hour observation pericd, or visible emissions

with opacities greater than or equal to sixty Percent (=

60%) at any time."

The Department notes that, pursuant to the provisions of Section 113 of the
Clean Air Act then in force, EPA could not legally have prepared or ultimately
issued the proposed Section 113 Order had §123.1, viewed as an absolute prohibition
of fugitive coke oven emissions, been considered as the STP requirement with

respect to coke ovens.34

34. Copies of the §113 Notice and draft Order are attached ‘as Appendix A-iX. The
Department, in accordance with §113(a) (4) received a copy of a draft of the
proposed §113 Order from Mr. Watman on October 12, 1976. The provisions of
Paragraph 3 of this Cctober draft were identical to those in the December,
1976 Order sent the campany. It should be noted that the Department, in a
letter dated November 9, 1976 to Mr. Watman fram Robert E. Yuhnke, Assistant
Attorney General, indicated that the only substantive deficiency it found
in the draft was the "failure to include an interim standard for charging..."
Since the final campliance standard in Paragraph 3 was consistent with the
Department's standard for fugitive coke oven emissions the Department
found further camment unnecessary.
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A.3. SUMMARY

The Department submits that the foregoing discussion demonstrates that the
Cammonwealth control strategy for fugitive emissions fram by-product coke ovens
was never expressed or applied, through §123.1, as a total prohibition of these
emissions. The 1972 SIP submission is at best unclear—kEPA was provided with
two control strategies and two air quality calculations, both of which demon—
strated that whether coke oven fugitive emissions were camletely controlled (i.e.
zero) or remained uncontrolled, the NARQS primary annual standard for particulate
matter would be met. The uncertainty as to approach in the 1972 STP submission
can be ascribed to the fact, as Mr. Sussman explained during the public hearings,
that the Department was still in the process of negotiating with the steel com-
panies and attempting to formulate an emission limitation which recognized the
unique status of coke oven emissions.

The Commonwealth's control strategy for requlating the fugitive emissions

expressed in the Bethlehem and Alan Wood consent orders. It was reflected in the
Department's approval and submission to EPA of Allegheny County's Article XVIIT.
Quantification of fugitive emissions allowed under this control strategy, and
calculation of estimated air quality levels were provided EPA in connection
with the Clairton revision Cn a mass emission (pounds/hr) basis. The control
strategy as developed was subsequently applied by EPA on at least two occasions:
during the course of its 1974 negotiations with Bethlehem Steel: and its 1976
Section 113 actions concerning the campany's Bethlehem, Pa, facility.

Based upon the previcus discussion, the Department submits that the record
demonstrates that the.applicable campliance standard for fugitive emissions from
coke oven batteries was one based on the opacity of those emissions. This is

reflecta@ in the final campliance standard contained in the varicus consent

s



agreements, unilateral Department orders and Fairless equity action as well as
in the EPA draft orders for Bethlehem Steel Corporation. In the demonstration
which follows in Part B, the Department has utilized this final campliance stan-

dard for purposes of illustrating that the new coke oven regulations are more

stringent than the former requirements.
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B. AIR QUALTTY DEMONSTRATICN--PROPOSED REVISION VS. FORMER REGULATICNS

Bl Example Calculation of Allowed Particulate Emission Rate Fram a Coke
Battery Under The New Pennsylvania Coke Oven Requlations

The following calculation demonstrates what the emission rates would be under

the new coke oven regulations in Pennsylvania. This example calculation assumes

the following:
Coal/Coke Characteristics Battery Characteristics

wet coal charging height: 4 meters

gross coking time-17 hours double collection mains

17 tons coal per charge number of ovens: 60 (120 doors)
12 tons coke per push 4 charging ports per oven

wet guenching

Operating Characteristics

average charging time: 3 minutes

average pushing time: 2 minutes

4 ovens charged 17 tons coal

X = 68 to 3
o charge ns coal charged/hour ) (1.1)
4 hes 12 tons coke
X =
—% Dush 48 tcms coke pushed/hour. (1.2)

B.l.a Allowed Emission Rates at Each Major Emission Point

B.l.a.l Charging Emissicns

Under the new Pemnsylvania regulations, Chapter 123, §123.44(a) (1) (i) limits
the aggregated times of visible open charging emissions for four consecutive charges

to not more than 75 seconds. Although the standard requires good stage or sequential

Ly



charging practices,* the regulation allows 75 seconds during the hour of any
emissions including uncontrolled charging emissions.** Using the uncontrolled
mass emission rate for coke oven charging, of 1 pound per ton of coal charged

the emission rate which would occur for 75 seconds would be:

lpomdeGBtonscoa.lx hour $ charge . minute 094
ton coal hour 4 charges 3 minutes 60 seconds lES/sec
(1.3}
j O
0.094 1bs. particulate 75 seconds _ A
2 3 oo = 7.1 lbs. particulate/hour. (1.4)

Whereas estimates of "uncontrolled" charging emissions range from 0.8 to 10 pounds

Uil the estimates of 1 pound per ton used in this calculation

per ton of coal,
is considered to be a high value for an operation which is generally complying with
the 75 second standard. The value of 1 pound per ton of coal is considered high
because a value of 0.82 pounds per ton of coal was measured at Bethlehem Steel
Corporation's Burns Harbor Works fram a larry car scrubber controlling off-the—
main charging where visible uncontrolled emissicons axceededl 75 seconds for four
cansecutive charges.

B.l.a.2 Pushing Emissions

Under the new Pennsylvania regulations the pushing operation is requlated by
Chapter 129, §129.15(a), (b), (c) and (e). These regulations require that:
(a) the pushing operation be enclosed and pushing emissions
be contained,

* It is also possible that campliance with the standard would be achieved through
use of a larry car scrubber.

**  The definition of uncontrolled charging emissions used here is that the oven
is charged cm—the—rra:.n, ut that for same reasan—fajlure of procedure, improper
coal blen, improper larry car volumetric setting, insufficient offtake clean-
liness, or other technical -factor—a given charge is not campletely controlled.
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(b) best available technology be installed,

(c) visible fugitive air contaminants from any air cleaning
device controlling pushing emissions not exceed 203 opaqity,
and

(e) visible fugitive air contaminants not exceed 10% opacity
during transport.

B.l.a.2.i Stack Emissions Allowed

The mass emission rate from the control system is limited by Chapter 123,
§123.13(b). Using the process factor of 1 pound per ton of coke pushed given
in §123.13(b), the allcwable hourly emission rate expressed in pounds for four

|
o
.
o |
a
_—
.%
o
-
W

0.76(1 x 48) 042
3.86 pounds/hour {1.5)
Section 123.13(b) however, allows the greater of the allowable calculated

- Y
]

[}

through use of the process factor, or that calculated using 0.02 grains per dry

“ar énd a high flov rate coke side shed. In the First case the exhaust volume will
be considered to be 25,000 dry standard cubic feet per minute. (This is assumed
to be, conservatively, the flow rate during coke fall and coke travel.) The
allowable emission ra;:e can be determined by using the following expression:

o



0.02grainsx25,000DSCE‘x2rrdnutesx4pushesx pounds
DSCF minute push hour 7000 grains

0.59 pounds/hour (1.6)
If a shed were used, and assuming an exhaust volume of 200,000 dry standard

A=

A

cubic feet per minute, the allowable emissicn rate would be:

0.02 grains . 200,000 DSCF . 2 minutes . 4 pushes . pound
DSCEF minute pusn hour 7000 grains

f =

A = 4.6 pounds/hour (1.7)

A=

B.l.a.2.ii Fugitive Emissions Allowed

The Department recognizes that a certain amount of fugitive emissions fram
an enclosed pushing operation may occur, and this was acknowledged by the adoption
of §129.15(c) which allows fugitive emissions not exceeding 20% opacity. It is the
Department's judgment that this requirement is equivalent to requiring enclosed
pushing systems to have a minimm capture efficiency of between 90 and 95 percent.*

Based on an emission factor of 2 pounds per ton of coal charged for pushing
emissions, %) and 95% capture efficiency the potential fugitive emissions would
be:

68 tons coal charged 2 pounds (100-95)
= 6.8 pounds/hour
hour * ton coal charged % 100 (1.8)

* The Envirommentzal Protection Agency has designated 90% capture efficiency as
equivalent to "lowest achievable emission rate" in certain applications (its
settlement with U.S. Steel, Fairfield Works, Coke Battery #9, April 1978.
Alabama Air Pollution Control Commission and the state of Alabama ex rel.
William J. Baxley, Attorney General and Jefferson County Board of Health,
Plaintiffs and United States of America and Administrator of United States
Envirormental Protection Agency, Intervenor Plaintiff v. United States Steel
Corporation, a Corporation, Defendant. Civil Action No. 77-H-1630-S. Whereas
it has designated 20% opacity as an upper limit for such fugitive pushing
emissions in other IAFR cases (U.S. Steel, Clairton Works, Battery 20). EPA
published a list of "BACT" standards for coke ovens (memoranda of January
5, 1977 from Assistant Administrator of Enforcement Legro to EPA's Regional
Enforcement Directors) which asserted BACT capture efficiency to be 90%.
Observations by DER personnel at Bethlehem Steel Corp. Bethlehem Plant on
January 16, 1978 indicated that capture efficiencies achieved in practice
a.p_pearedtobame_xoessof%%
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B.l.a.2.iii Total Pushing Emissions Allowed

Table 1.1
Tabulated Pushing Fmissions
pounds,/hour
Process Factor .02 Grain/Dscr Fugitive Total
Standard Standard
Car 3.9 0.6 6.8 10.7
Shed 3.9 4.6 6.8 11.4

The overall conclusion from this analysis is that the new Pennsylvania coke
oven regulations require control of pushing emissions and about 11.0 pounds per
hour for the example coke battery.

B.l.a.3 Door Emissions

The new Pennsylvania regulations (§123.44(a) (3)) require that there be no
visible emissions from more than 10% of the door areas (two doors per oven) of
Operating ccke ovens, excluding two door areas representing the last oven charged
on any battery and any door areas obstructed from view. Also, door area emissions
fram any coke oven must not exceed 40% opacity 15 minutes or more after the last
charge to that oven (123.44(a) (2)) . For the exanple battery under this standard
thema.xizmmnunbe.rofdoorareaspemittedtoleak, assuming no door areas ob-
structed fram view, would be:

10
et et - = i
[120 doors x 100 ] 2 14 doors (1.9)

The allowed aggregate particulate emission rate for the example battery would then be-
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14 doors 0.6 pounds* _
A - 8.4 pounds/hour. {1:20)

Assuming a shed were used to capture pushing emissions one-half of the door
emissions would be captured thus reducing particulate emissions fram doors to
approximately 4.6 pounds per hour (assuming a 90% efficient control system 4.2 +
[%?%629 1 x 4.2).

B.l.a.4 Topside Emissions

With respect to the new ccke oven regulations (§123.44(a) (4)-(7)) topside
emissions would include emissions from charging ports, offtake piping, any other
points on the topside and the coke oven gas collector mains. Emissions would
be allowed (§123.44(a(4)) from 2% of the charging ports, or from:

60 ovens - 4 charging ports xZ(% allowable) = 4 charging ports.
oven 100 {1.11)

Emissions would also be allowed (§123.44(a) (5)) from 5% of the offtake piping,

or from:

60 ovens 2 offtakes 5(% allowable)  _
X — X 100 = 6 offtakes. (1.12)

x Tests conducted by Bethlehem Steel Corp. at Burns Harbor on experimental deor
hoods on ovens on the pusher side of Battery #2 in May 1975 showed an average
mass emission rate of 66 grains per minute per door for lightly leaking doors
in the first hour after charging, which is equivalent to:

669'ra_1'_nsx60mirrl.1tesx pound _ 0.6 pounds
minute—door hour 7000 grains hour-leaking deor

This information derives from a conversation with Bernard Bloam and fram a
conference held by EPA (B. Bloam, A. Trenholm and R. Fallero), Pennsylvania
DER and Bethlehem Steel (Carl Symons, Joe Kunz, Robert McMillan, and David
Anderson) February 10, 1977, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. Also, U.S. Steel Corp.,
Clairton Works, in a response to a §114 letter to Region IIT, said that during
a test of its Clairton Battery #17 shed the door emissions were 0.18 pounds
per ton of coal.. Since this coke battery has a coal throughput of 56 tons per
hour, the emission rate fram doors was 10 pounds per hour. Since approximately
35% of the doors on the average were observed leaking on Battery %17 by
Allegheny County inspectors during the period of testing (third quarter 1975),
the average door leak rate was:

10 pounds « 1
hour -39 % 6l doors

= 0.5 pounds/hour/leaking door
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The new regulations allow no emissions from other points on the topside (§123.44
() (6)) or from the coke oven gas collection mains (§123.44(a) (7)).

Actual emission rates fram topside leaks are hard +o quantify since there
have never been quantitative tests. However, from camparative visible ;:)bserva—
tions of coke oven doors, charging ports and offtakes at well controlled coke
plants, it is the DER's judgment that a reasonable upper bound for any leak
onthetopsideisaquantitynogreaterthanthedoorleakrateof 0.6 pounds
per hour per leaking door under the 10% door standards. One-third of this rate
or 0.2 pounds per hour per leaking topside point is estimated to be the lower
bound. Therefore, since there are 10 points on the topside permitted to leak,
ie. 4 charging ports and 6 offtakes, topside emissions are estimated to be:

10 topside leaks 0.6 pounds _ .
xhour—leak = 6 pounds/hour (upper lJ.m:.t)' S5

10 topside leaks x Q-2powmds _ pounds/hour (lower limit).

hour-leak
B.l.a.5 Summary
Allowable particulate matter emissions are summarized in Table 1.2 below:
Table 1.2
Type of Emissions Emission Rate (pounds/hour)
Charging Tl
Pushing ' 10.7 - 11.4
Doors 4.6 - 8.4
Topside 2.0 - 6.0
Total 24.4 - 32.9
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B.2. Example Calculation of Allowed Particulate Emission Rate Fram a Coke
Battery Under The Former Pennsylvania Coke Oven Requirements

Under the existing State Implementation Plan Pennsylvania has interpreted
its requlations fram August 1971 until December 31, 1977, as prohibiting coke
batteries from emitting visible air contaminants in such a manner that the opacity
of the emission is equal to or exceeds 20% for a period or periods aggregating
more than 3 minutes in any one hour, or is equal to or greater than 60% at any
time.* Using the same example battery and assmrptioﬁs set forth in Section B.1,
the allowable mass emission estimates allowed under the former Pennsylvania re-
Quirements are analyzed below for each of the emission points analyzed in Section B.1.
B.2.a Allowed Fmission Rates at Each Major Emission Point

B.2.a.l Charging Emissions

Under the former requirements visible particulate emissions were allowed for
the entire three (3) minute charge of each oven, if the opacity remained less than
20%. Emissions, however, were never allowed to equal or exceed 60% cpacity at
any time. Such a standard demanded excellent charging practicex* because of the

Section B.l.a.l has to be at least 99% efficient. The following analysis, how—

ever, only assumes 95% efficiency. Therefore, under DER's former requirements
allowed charging emissions would be:

. 2, 3, 4)
1 pound particulate (2¢ 3/ 68 tons coal _ (100-95) =
x * parél:i' Oﬂt’gﬁm“

ton coal charced hour 100 (2:1)

* Discussion of the develomment of the Camorwealth's control strategy appears
inPartA,%ofthisdocmmt.

**  See footnote (*) on rage 26.



B.2.a.2 Pushing Emissions

Under the former requirements pushing emissions were not permitted to equal
or exceed 60% cpacity at any time. Due to this requirement pushing emi_ssions had
"to be contained and controlled. These emissions were subject to the grain loading
limitations contained in Chapter 123, §123.13(c) once contained and controlled.
This requirement limits the concentration of particulate matter in the effluent
gas, at any time, to 0.04 grains per dry standard cubic foot, when the efflu-
ent gas volume is less than 150,000 dry standard cubic feet per minute, and to
the rate determined by the forrmla: A=6_g:09",whereAequalstheallowable
emissions in grains per dry standard cubic feet and E equals the effluent gas
volure in dry standard cubic feet per minute, when E is equal to or greater
than 150,000 but less than 300,000.

B.2.a.2.1 Stack Emissions Allowed

Three types of systems—enclosed quench cars, traveling hoods, and coke
side sheds—are generally used for capturing pushing emissions. Two systems—
a low flow rate enclosed quench car ard a high flow rate coke side shed-—will
be considered to determine the impact of the applicable grain loading standard.

Considering the effluent gas volume from the car to be 25,000 dry standard
cubic feet per minute, the allowable emission rate can be determined by using

the following expression:

A 0.04grainsx25,000DSCE'x2mimrtesx4gushesx pound
DSCF minute push hour /000 grains
A = 1.1 pounds/hour. (22

Considering a shed with an effluent gas volume of 200,000 dry standard cubic
feet per minute, the gpplicable standard would be 0.03 grains per dry standard

cubic feet, and the allowable emission rate would be:
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X

N DSCF minute pusn hour 7000 grains

0.03 grains 2 200,000 CSCF . 2 minutes x 4 pushes 5 pound

il

A = 6.9 pounds/hour. (2.3}

B.2.a.2.ii Fugitive Emissions Allowed

The same discussicon follows regarding fugitive emissions from the pushing
operation as was presented in Section B.1.a.2. Recognizing that a certain arcunt
of fugitive emissions from an enclosed pushing oreration may occur, it is the
Department's judgment that enclosed pushing systems have a captive efficiency of
between 90 and 95 percent. *

Based upon an emission factor of 2 pounds per ton of coal charged for

pushing emissions, () and 95% captive efficiency the potential umncaptured fugitive
emissions would be:
68 tons coal charged % 2 pounds (100-95) _ 6.8 pounds
hour ton coal charged T : /pour (2.4)

B.2.a.2.iii Total Pushing Emissions Allowed

Table 2.1
Tabulated Pushing Emissions
pounds,/hour
Applicable Grain
Loading Allowable Fugitive Total
Car Lol 6.8 | 7
Shed 6.9 6.8 13.7

This analyses indicates that pushing emissions under the former requirements
would range between 7.9 and 13.7 pounds per hour for the example battery.

* See footnote on page 28 in Section B.l.a.2 for further clarification.
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B.2.a.3 Door Emissions

Although it is recognized that the former requirements allowed all coke oven
doors to leak at a rate not to equal or exceed 20 percent cpacity, realistically
all doors would not be leaking at the same time. Assuming all doors st;spleaking
within the first 13 hours, and using the 0.6 pounds per hour per leaking door emission
rate discussed in Section B.l.a.3, the maximum door emission rate allowed by the
former requirements is calculated by the following expression:

13 hours ., 120 doors 0.6 pounds -
S LA LI 4 X = 55.2 pounds/hour
17 hours hour-leaking door £ (2.5)

B.2.a.4 Topside Emissions

Fmissions from all points an the topside, including the collector mains, were
permitted to leak up to 20% opacity under the former requirements. As in the
previous door emission analysis topside leaks do not occur for the entire coking
cycle. As stated in Section B.l.a.4actual emission rates fram topside leaks have
never been quantitatively tested, but DER estimates that a reasonable upper bound
for any leak on the topside is a quantity no greater than the door leak rate of
0.6 pounds per hour per leaking door. Again, one-third of this rate or 0.2 pounds
per hour per leaking topside point is estimated to be the lower bound.

Data for the fourth quarter of 1977 submitted by U.S. Steel Corp., Fairless
Works, for Battery No. 1 and Battery No. 2, and Bethlehem Steel Corporation, Bethlehem
Works for Battery A, all of which have double mains, indicates the following levels

of percent of topside leaks for charging ports and offtakes.
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Table 2.2

Average Performance

(% leaks)
Campany/Battery No. Charging Ports Offtake Piping
Bethlehem Steel Corp.—A B.2 14.1
U.S. Steel Corp.—#l Tu6 16.3
U.S. Steel Corp.—#2 8.3 20.5
Average 5.4 17,0

Assuming the data presented in Table 2.2 to be representative of the example
battery, the mmber of actual charging port leaks and offtake piping leaks would

respectively be:

60 ovens _ 4 charging ports . .054 (% leaking) _ :
x X 13 charging port lf_aiacsm .(2'6)

60 ovens . 2 offtakes x 17 (% leaking)_ 20 offtakes leaking.

oven (2.7)
Therefore, with 33 points of the topside ieakj_ng, topside emissions allowable
uncer the former requirements are estimated to be:
33 topside leaks _ 0.4 — s
X = 20 pounds/hour (upper limit
hour-leak } , and (2.8)
33 topside leaks x 0-2 pounds  _ 7 ds/} 1 Vel
hour-leak S ( 5 (2.9)
B.2.a.5 Sumary

Allowable particulate matter emissions under the former requirements are

summarized in Table 2.3 below:

Table 2.3
Type of Emissions Emission Rate (pounds/hour)
Charging 3.4
Pushing 7.8 = 13.7
Doors ) 55.2
Topside 7 - 20
Total 7345 = 92.3
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B.3. Camparison of Calculaticns of Allowed Particulate Emission Rate From
a Coke Battery Under The Former Pennsylvania Coke Oven Requirements
and Under The New Pennsylvania Coke Oven Regulations

Allcwed particulate matter emissions for the example battery under the
former requirements (current EPA requirements) and under the DeparmEnE's new
regulations (proposed SIP revision) are set forth in tabular form below. The
fundamental conclusion to be drawn from Table 3.1 is that the new requlations

are approximately three times more restrictive, on a mass emission basis, than

former requirements.

Table 3.1%*
I Emission Rate (pounds/hour)
&‘Vpe of Emissions New Requlations 0ld Requirements
Charging Tl 3.4
Pushing 10.7 - 11.4 T+9 = 13,7
poors 4.6 - 8.4 ' 55.2
Topside 2.0 - 6.0 7 - 20
TOTAL 24.4 - 32.9 73.5 = 92.3
(MID-RANGE) (29) ' (83)

The Department submits that EPA approval of the proposed SIP revision will
clearly result in more stringent control of fugitive emissicns fram coke oven
batteries thanwasthecasemderfonrerrequirarents. In addition, the Depart-

ment believes that the new regulations will prove more enforceable than former

Fram Table 1.2, secticn B.l.a.5.and Tzble 2.3, .section B.2.a.5.
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s THE NEW REGULATTONS ARE MORE EASTTY ADMTINISTERED AND MORE
ENFORCEABTE THAN FORMER REQUIREMENTS

It is axicmatic that the success and effectiveness of any set of regula-
tions depends upon the degree to which campliance can be monitored and violations
enforced in legal proceedings. In addition to providing a more restrictive
degree of control of the fugitive emissions from coke ovens, the Department
believes that the new requlations as written will prove easier to both monitor
and enforce operator campliance than was the case under the old requirements.

C.1l The New Requlations Are Consistent With The Approach Taken By EPA in
Establishing BRACT Standards

The Department believes that one obvious strongpoint of its new regulations
is the close similarity of both the emission standards and monitoring techniques
contained the_re.:inl with the standards and techniques established by EPA as BACT
for coke ovens. This similarity did not occur by chance. Throughout the
Department's deliberations on its proposed new coke oven regulations,members
of the Department were in close touch with EPA personnel as to the standards
EPA was establishing as BACT and the Department made efforts to style its
requlations accordingly.

As noted previously, the new regulations require the application of BACT
for pushing, doors, and topside emissions. The Department's charging standard

is less stringent than the EPA BACT charging standards.2

However, the EPA approach
of defining allowable emission levels in terms of any observed visible emissions,

as opposed to establishing an allowable cpacity standard, is reflected in each

1. See 25 Pa. Code §§123.44(a), (b); 129.15; 123.13.

$

2.  BACT for charging emissions is "forty-eight (48) to fifty-five (55) seconds
of total visible emissions per five (5) consecutive charges." (EPA Memo fraom
Stanley W. Legro, "Guidance on Levels of Controls for New By-Product Coke
Batteries Locating in Areas Exceeding the NAAQS", January S5, 1977 at page 3).
The Cepartment's open charging standard (§123.44 (a) (1) (1)) would allow visible
emissions totaling seventy-five (75) seconds from four consecutive charges.
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of the Department's standards for doors, charging, and topside emissions. Such
an approach avoids difficulties previously encountered under the former require-—
ments when percent opacity was used to determine ccmpliance.3 bfbrecver_, the new
regulations can be more easily monitored by Department staff since trained opacity

observers are not required to determine campliance with most of the standards. 4

grounds for invalidating Department observations. While the Board rejected

this arqument, it did indicate that it had considerable reservation as to

the accuracy of the Department's cbservation and recording technique (reading
every 15 seconds) as it applied to coke oven fugitive emissions based on the
recognized short-term variability of these emissions. The Board further

ruled that the Department's practice of not recording emissions unless de—
termined to be 30% ocpacity or greater sufficiently took into account a recognized
percent reading error of + 7 1/2% and rejected Alan Wood's challenge on this
point.

battery, documentation of a violation—except in cases where gross emissions
fram one point (e.g., charging) would exceed the standard by itself—required
several cbservers, each of whom would be responsible for Observing a particular
emission point during the one hour pericd. In the case of doors, two cbservers
would separately be required to observe coke and pusher sides. Moreover, if
any observer's view was cbstructed (e.g., emissions fram deor areas blowing
across the battery top and interferin with aobservation of charging emissions)
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Ci2 The New Regulations Require Daily Self-monitoring By The Source Operator

Under the former requirements, the Department was monitoring campliance/non-
campliance by a coke plant cperator through pericdic inspections of the facility.
Such periodic inspections made documentation of daily operating practices for
enforcement purposes more difficult. Rather than a documented continuum of
daily violations, the Department usually had discrete days of observed violation
and was forced to present evidence illustrating repetitive, non-varying operation
of the source to circumstantially establish continuous operational violations.
The other course was to assign inspectors to cbserve plant operations cn a
regular basis, which necessarily placed a strain on Department manpower require—
ments. The new regulations, in contrast, require self-monitoring by all affected
sources and pericdic reporting of such monitoring to the Department.

5

Section 139.61" requires all coke plant operators to perform daily cbser-

vations of visible air contaminants from points on the coke oven battery re-—

5. §139.61. Requirements.

(a) Persons responsible for the operation of any source
included in any class of sources listed in the first colum of
Table 1 of this Chapter shall do the following:

(1) Conduct source tests, air sampling, and analyses
or perform visual observations of the air contaminants specified
by name or by reference to an applicable emission standard in
the second column of Table I. :

(2) Conduct the required tests, sampling, analyses,
or observations at the frequency required by the third column
of Table I.

(3) Submit monitoring reports in accordance with the
requirements of §139.53 of this Title (relating to filing mon—
itoring reports) at the frequency specified in the fourth colum
of Table I.-

(b) Table I follows:
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ferenced in Sections l23-44(a)(l)(3)(4)(5)(6)(7)5 as well as to conduct annual
campliance tests on the pushing control device and waste heat stacks. Results
of all daily monitoring observations, together with a summary of all @ly
readings must be submitted to the Department on a quarterly basis. Pursuant to
Section 139.53 (a) (2) ,? all reports must be "sworn by the person exercising
managerial responsibility over the operation of the source for which monitoring
is required."

(continued)
S. TARLE I
Frequency of
Air Contaminants Testing Frequency of
to be Sampling or Filing Moni-
Class of Sources Monitored Observations toring Reports
Coke oven batteries §123.44(a) (1), (3), Daily during Quarterly
Pushing §123.13(b) Annual Annual
Waste heat stack §123.13(c) Anmual Annual

6. The Department does not require campanies to monitor campliance with
the 40% door standard in §123.44(a) (2).

7.  Section 139.53(a) (2) provides:

~ (a) Persons responsible for the operation of sources
subject to monitoring requirements established by order, by
conditionofplanappmvalorpennit, or pursuant to this
Subchapter, shall submit periodic reports of the results of
any tests, samples, or observations conducted, obtained, or
in §139.52 of this Title (relating to monitoring methods and
techniques). Such reports shall be:

*%k%
(2) sworn by the perscn exercising managerial respon-

sibility over the operation of the source for which monitoring
is raqu_u:ad“
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Fram an enforcement standpoint, the desirability of having daily monitoring
records prepared by the source operator which may be used in civil litigation to
docurent non-campliance status is obvious. In addition, the Department believes
that requiring daily monitoring by source operators is an important measure to
ensure continuous and effective emission control. Except for pushing emissions,
emission control on coke oven batteries is largely a product of careful work
practices, consistently maintained. It is the Department's experience that
consistent worker performance requires periodic management review. By requiring
the managerial supervisor to sign the mcnitoring reports, the Department will
ensure that battery performance is being reviewed by responsible management.
Again, experience indicates that if management review of’ battery performance is
not focussed by regulatory .requ:i_rement, management attention will be directed
to this area only when legal action is initiated.

.3 The New Regulations Provide Specific Standards to Which The Court May
Refer in Framing The Relief To Be Granted.

The former requirements also presented serious problems in evaluating the
question of the proper relief to be afforded once non—camnpliance was established.
Since all emissions from points on the battery were subject to the three minute
standard, the Department was faced with the necessity of evaluating control
proposals for particular emission points on an interrelated basis in light of
the anticipated effectiveness of control at other emission points. Given this
interrelationship, protracted litigation over possible cambinations of control
proposals is invited.

For example, even assuming that the Department were to demonstrate that a
proposed control plan. which provided for no controls on charging emissions was
inadequate to meet the standard, the source would presumably be free to submit

another _a:mtrol plan which proposed no control of rushing emissions on the grounds
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that, w:l.th charging emissions controlled, total visible emissions exceeding 20%
opacity would not exceed three minutes per hour. Resolution of the acceptability
of such control plans necessarily requires a judgment on the part of the Depart-
ment as to the probable future effectiveness of proposed control rreasures to

reduce aggregate visible emissicns greater than 20% opacity to less than three
minutes in any hour. When litigation ensues over a disagreement as to the
acceptability of a control plan, the Department is not in the position of defending
the ultimate standards, but rather of defending its judgment as to the probabilities

of campliance being attained by the particular control proposal. In such a
situation, as the Alan Wood litigation dermnst‘}:atEd, the trier of fact may delay
requiring installation of positive control equipment to permit limited "field-
testing” of a particular control proposal which attempts to attain campliance

Agreement (attached as Appendix A-iii, supra) contained pProvisions for the control
of charging emissions (staged charging), oven doors (rebricking, rebuilding and
packing) and pushing. Alan Wood did not propose the installation of specific

.

g A]lovensshaﬂbecokedfortheﬁﬂloperaﬂngcycle
of 16~1/2 hours charge to charge. Ovens will be dropred
from the schedule during upsets to avoid a decrease in
coking time.
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pliance with the three minute opacity standard could be achieved unless pushing
emissions were effectively contained,and because the Department anticipated progressive
increases in emissions from the pushing operaticn as the battery aged and deteri-
orated unless positive pushing controls were installed, Alan Wood's abatement
plan was denied. |
The difficulty which faced the Department during litigation of Alan Wocd's
appeal of the denial to the Envirommental Hearing Board was that of demonstrating
to the examiner that it was more probable than not that Alan Wood's "Clean Push
Program” would not reduce visible emissions from pushing to a level which, when
residual emissions from other points (i.e., charging after installation of staged
charging, doors after implementation of a door maintenance program) were con-
sidered, would assure campliance with the three minute standard. As Alan Wood's
"Clean Push Program" involved an operating technique never before implemented,
demonstrating this was difficult. The Envirommental Hearing Board's review of
the problem is worth noting:
This case presents one primary issue: Was the

Department of Envirommental Resources acting reascnably

in denying approval of Alan Wood's proposed Clean Push

Program, as it was framed initially or as it was

amended during the hearing?

*kk

(continued)

8. "2, Oven heating controls will be maintained in good
operating condition and flue temperatures will be mon-—
itored frequently.

"3. The present patching and maintenance program will be
continued. Records will be kept of repairs.

"4. Goosenecks will be kept clean to allow free passage of
gases from the oven to the collecting main.

"S. Door refractories will be maintained in first class
condition to avoid this cause of 'green ends'."

Where inccmplete coking was indicated, Alan Wood oroposed to remove the
oven from the reqular pushing sequence to allow further coking time.
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The basic standard of

paragraph 5 of the order calls

for emissions over 20% opacity to be not more than 3 minutes

in any hour. Within the context of this case, several

different modes of uncompli
Pushing emissions over 20%
minutes; (2) Pushing emiss

ance may be identified: (1)
by themselves might exceed 3
ions over 20% by themselves

might be less than 3 minutes, but total emissions over

20% might exceed 3 minutes
sources (each of which was

because of emissions ﬁ'cmsother
also less than 3 minutes)®;

(3) Pushing emissions over 20% might be less than 3
minutes, but the total would exceed 3 minutes even if
pushing emissicns were zero, because emissions over 20%
from one or more other sources exceed 3 minutes.

Since we are dealing with predicting the future, which
NO one can know with certainty, we cannot deal with cer-
tainties, but must deal with probabilities, and we must

time to insist on the slightly greater probability of com-
pliance that might result from same other program.

But the probability of campliance must be treated

separately for each of the

cases analyzed above. If we

could say that the probability was very high that pushing
emissions over 20% would by themselves exceed 3 minutes,

over 20% would not exceed 3
enough that pushing emissio

Case (2)-—other emissions
minutes, but would be great
ns would have to be kept as

close to zero as possjblegin order to keep total emissions

over 20% under 3 minutes.

6. For example, door emissions might be 1 1/2 minutes,
charging emissions 1 1/2 minutes, and pushing emissions
1 minute, f£dr a total of 4 minutes.

9.

Alan Wood Steel Co. v. Camonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Environ-—

mental Rescurces, EHB #73-368-B
pages 13-14. The final adjudica
adjudication with medification o

"Proposed Adjudication of Hearing Examiner”
tion of the Beard, which adopted the examiner's
f the final order isg attached as Appendix c-;i.
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The final Envirommental Hearing Board adjudication expressed a considerable degree
of doubt that Alan Wood's "Clean Push Program" would meet the three minute standard
in the 1972 Consent Agreement. However, in view of the capital expense and energy
requirements of a positive control system, the Board did not feel that the improb-—
ability that campliance with the standard could be attained without pushing
controls had been sufficiently demonstrated by the Department to convince the
BoazdtoreqtﬁreAlaanodmabandmﬂleprogmmﬂhdeiatelyproceedwim
positive pushing controls. As a result, the Board's Order provided for an
additional 120 days testing period, to commence after installation and operation
of a new larry car and coke side door plugs, for evaluation of Alan Wood's entire
coke oven emission control program. Thus, after almost four years of litigation,
the issue of appropriate campliance with the order standard remained unresolved
and its ultimate resolution was left to an unspecified future date.™
Under the new regulations campliance standards are specified for particular
emission points which are independent from each other. Pursuant to §§127.41,
127 .-42 a specified time in which campliance must be achieved is established by
regulation. Thus the difficulties encountered in the Alan Wood litigation
would be obviated by the new regulations.

C.4 Conclusion

In light of the above discussion, it is apparent that the new regulations
represent significant improvements over the former requirements in terms of

administration and enforcement of catplianée. In a memo fram Jerame Ostrov,

10. The Board's adjudication recognized that the recent financial difficulties
experienced by Alan Wood might further delay installation of equipment and
thus delay implementation of the testing program.
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Deputy Associate General Counsel (Air, Noise, and Radiation Division) to Richard
G. Rhoads, Director, Control Programs Development Division,ll 0cC advised that
where a proposed partial SIP revision imposed emission limitations which were
more enforceable than the regulations then applicable to the class of sources AND
the new standards would become effective coincidentally with the withdrawal of the
then applicable regulation, EPA approval was appropriate. The Department believes
that the instant situation presents samewhat similar considerations to those
addressed in the Ostrov memo. Therefore, the ease of enforcement provides an
additional basis upon which EPA may rely in approving the Department's new, more

stringent coke oven regulations as a revision to the federally-approved SIP.

1T Ac:pyoftheOstrovnemisattacrEdasAppendixC—ii.,






